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WAGE PAYMENTS AT NEVADA TEST SITE 


WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 30, 1952 


Concress oF THE Unitep Srates, 
Jotnt ComMITTEE ON Atomic ENERGY, 
Washington, D.C. 

The Joint Committee met at 2:10 p. m., pursuant to call, in room 
324, Senate Office Building, Senator Brien McMahon (chairman), 
presiding. 

Present also: William L. Borden, executive director, Joint Com- 
(vice chairman), Senators Anderson, Hickenlooper, Millikin, Know- 
land, and Bricker, Representatives Price, Cole, and Elston. 

Present also: William L. Borden, executive director, Joint Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

The CuamrMan. Gentlemen, the meeting will come to order. 

Yesterday the press carried a story, out of Los Angeles, that arose 
out of a hearing there, to the effect that a plumber had received $756 
for 1 week’s work at the Nevada test site; and other indications 
occurred in the story, or rather other information, which indicated 
that this was not a single instance, but that it had occurred numerous 
times. Now, it is essential that in this program there be public con- 
fidence, and anything that occurs to disturb that confidence must be 
immediately investigated and the public informed as fully as we can 
inform them of what the facts are. 

After consulting with some of the members of the committee, it 
was decided to immediately call this hearing, make it an open hear- 
ing, and get the facts. So, Mr. Dean and members of the Commission 
are here today for the purpose of telling us what the facts are on any 
question that arises. 

Is this prevalent through the whole program, or is it not? 


STATEMENT OF GORDON E. DEAN, CHAIRMAN, ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION ; ACCOMPANIED BY CARROLL L. TYLER, MANAGER, 
SANTA FE OPERATIONS OFFICE; MARION W. BOYER, GENERAL 
MANAGER, AEC; E. J. BLOCH, DIRECTOR, CONSTRUCTION AND 
SUPPLY DIVISION, AEC; AND REUBEN E. COLE, DIRECTOR OF 
ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION, SANTA FE 


Commissioner Dean. No; this is a very unusual situation. 

The Cuamrman. You go right ahead, Mr. Dean. We will develop 
it as we go along. 

Commissioner Dean. If I may say at the outset, while the news of 
this excessive wage paid to this plumbing superintendent did not come 
to my own personal attention until yesterday afternoon, we have 
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brought enough people on, I think, from the West, from the Santa Fe 
operations office, at from the test site, so that we can answer any of 
the questions, or I hope we can, that any of the members of the com- 
mittee have. 

I think it would be useful at the outset, though, and I think it would 
dispel a little confusion, if, since this is a very complicated site and 
has various construction areas, we were to label those, and if I were 
to indicate somewhat the atmosphere in which this sort of abuse can 
take place. 

Senator Know.anp. Miglit I ask, Mr. Dean, if you do not mind 
the interruption, because I may have to leave for another meeting in 
a hurry: Is the fact correct. that he received $756 ? 

Commissioner Dean. That is correct, Senator. That is correct. 

As you know, and if I may go back a little bit in history—I will 
try to be very brief—the purpose was to give to Los Alamos the char- 
acter of a place where they could make a quick test of ideas and thus 
dispense with these very costly and very time-consuming trips to 
Eniwetok. Our first test was conceived in December of 1950. We 
shot the thing, the first shot of Nevada, in February of 1951. Asa 
result of those tests, we learned certain things, developed certain 
components, which have gone completely into our stockpile, and we 
have the benefit of them today. 

In the meantime, we had last spring a test series out at Eniwetok. 
The things learned in the February test at Nevada, the things learned 
at Greenhouse—that is, Eniwetok—indicated to us the importance of 
rae a much more complicated fall test, in the fall of 1951 at 
Nevada; and also it indicated to us the importance of not having 
just a shack or two, which the people at Los Alamos could run out 
to, but a permanent testing ground. This meant construction. It 
mean construction in really three separate areas: first, a construction 
camp, which is located about 65 miles from Las Vegas; second, an 
area in addition to that, which we might term the control center, 
which is some 25 miles beyond; and a third, the shot area or zero 
area, where such things as towers and structures, which are de- 
molished, in the shot, are maintained. 

So, if you keep those three things in mind, I think we can keep the 
contractors in mind and the problems in mind. 

Now, the first area, the construction area, employed at its peak I 
would say something like 1,500 people. It was both temporary for 
the construction workers working at other places around there, and 
it was permanent in that we built there also some semipermanent 
buildings, largely to house scientific and other personnel, who would 
have to spend a month or more, let’s say, in the area. 

That construction area was built under a lump-sum contract by a 
firm by the name of Lembke-Clough & King. The subcontractors, I 
believe, were all lump sum except the plumbing and electrical sub- 
contractors. The contractor who built the power plant and the one 
who constructed the roads were lump-sum contractors. 

Then we move up to the second area, which is the control post. 
There are several little buildings in that complex, but the most im- 
portant building, and I believe the building in which this plumbing 
foreman was working, Mr. Stewart, was the control post. Now, this 
is the nerve center of a test operation. This is where everything 
ties in. It is where the buttons are pushed, and so forth. 
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We originally set a schedule for the fall operations of October 1st 
for the first shot. We started construction in March of 1951. We 
started, which is very unusual for us anywhere in the program, on 
a 54-hour workweek, because the time was short. We we to have the 
control posts ready for the 1951 fall shots. 

The concern which was given the contract to build the control post 
was the firm of McNeil. This was on a lump-sum contract again. 
McNeil did not have the building completed in the time specified, 
which was sometime about the middle of August. We gave them an 
extension of 35 days, bringing them up into about the 19th or 20th 
of September. 

Is that right? 

Mr. Tyter. The 23d of September. 

Commissioner Dran. The 23d of September. On the 23d of Sep- 
tember, he hadn’t finished the job. We felt he was lagging behind 
badly. The completion contract was taken away from him at the close 
of business on September 28, and in an effort to get it done the con- 
tract was let on a cost-plus-fixed-fee basis to the Haddock Engineers, 
Ltd. Their only contract at that time was a cost-plus-fixed-fee con- 
tract to operate and maintain the construction area and to build 
the structures for two of the shots inethis series; structures such as 
concrete walls, towers; various other things that we wanted to have 
tested. You couldn’t very well do that on a lump-sum basis. Now, 
that is Haddock’s work at Nevada test site. 

We turned to Haddock in the last days immediately before the test 
and asked them to complete it, which was done. I happened to have 
been at that control post about 3 weeks before test time. The 
sense of urgency is something that can’t be appreciated unless you are 
there just before test time, with 600 scientists convening and with all of 
your construction workers around, with everybody tense, and partic- 
ularly when there is some item in the program which must be com- 
pleted before the test can be run off. 

Senator KNow.anp. What is the final cost of the control post that 
had been conducted with the subsequent changes for $660,000? 

Mr. Trier. That has not yet been quite completed. We had to 
accept it in the middle of the operation. 

Senator KNownanp. What is the cost up to this time? 

Mr. Tyter. We think it will run very close to $660,000, but probably 
about $50,000 more, due to the delay in shipments. 

Commissioner Dran. One of the important things to have done 
right before test time, since this is a building that has no windows 
and is especially designed so that it can take very heavy pressure, is 
that it had to be heated. Because in this time out in Nevada it gets 
cold, the heating system and plumbing system were vital for the 
operation of that test service. 

That is the situation right up to test time. I think you will find 
that the week in which he was paid $756—and I don’t say this by 
way of apology for it. I think this is too long for a man to work and 
too much money for him to get. I simply give this picture to give 
you the atmosphere in which this kind of thing can happen when you 
are under the gun to get on with a test. 

Senator Know.anp. Of course, I do not see how you can get any of 
the employees of a contractor at a contract price if there is this con- 
stant raiding of his employees, and if they are getting, whether it be 
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the total $756 or any approximation of it. It seems to me that you will 
have a very difficult time, with this history you have given us today, in 
finding any other contractor who would be willing to make a firm bid 
contract, 

Commissioner Dean. On a lump sum? ' 

Senator Know.anp. On a lump sum. Because he has this record 
of constantly having the cost-plus contractor raid his employees, and 
then finally, because he cannot keep up on the requirements for com- 
pletion, the contract is taken away from him. 

Senator Hicken oorrr. It is even more significant than that. The 
contract is taken away from the fellow that has his labor pirated by 
another company and given to the company that pirated the labor 
that apparently prevented the original man from completing his 
contract. 

That is the matter I would like to have you discuss. 

Commissioner Dean. I cannot give you all the detail on who went 
from which project. I do know in this particular case, and correct 
me if I am wrong, Captain, that Mr. Stewart was working for the 
lump-sum contractor, and he stayed on. The job may have been 
slightly different. I notice he was a superintendent in these last 
weeks just before test. But he stayed on in the very same job under 
the other contractor. 

Senator KNow.anp. No; he was working for the competitive en- 
gineers, who, as I understand it, are the cost-plus-fixed-fee people. 

Commissioner Dean. Haddock was the outfit that took over the 
control post after this McNeil company lost it. And the week we are 
talking about was the week he was working for Haddock. He had 
previously worked for McNeil. 

Representative Price. Was that the only week compiled in the 
payroll? 

Commissioner Dean. No. There are other weeks. But this is the 
largest amount of money in any one week this man ever got. 

Representative Prick. Have you any idea what some of the other 
weeks were ¢ 

Commissioner Dean. Mr. Cole has those figures handy. 

Do you have them for this same man ? 

Senator KnowLanp. For other men, I think it would be good to 
have the figures, to see what was done; and, even though it did not 
reach this fantastic figure, it would be well to show what it did reach 
in some instances, 

Commissioner Dean. Do you have the week before for this and 
other men? 

Mr. Coxe. For the week in question it was $766. For the week 
ending October 9, he was paid $617. For the week ending October 2, 
he was paid $385. These are the 3 weeks he was on Haddock’s pay- 
roll. 

Senator Hickentoorer. He went up pretty fast, that fellow. 

Senator Anperson. How can a man work 24 hours in the day? Is 
the answer not that his work was not available for him at all times, 
and he would stop and rest between periods until the next job came 
along? 

Commissioner Dean. I do not want to be too precise in my answer, 
because I don’t know. ~t I note here the fact that he was a super- 
intendent, as distinguished from a journeyman, which would make a 
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difference. You couldn’t ask a journeyman plumber to keep on the 
job working at the rate this man was going, nga all he was get- 
ting was 6 hours of sleep a night, as I reckon it. This averages out 
at 6 hours a night. 

Senator Know.anp. For that Monday, he has 8 hours at straight 
time and 16 hours at double time? That is not 8 hours straight time 
counted as double time, making it 16, but 16 hours’ work for which 
he was paid double time. Is that correct? So, he works a full 24 
hours in that day. 

Commissioner Drax. On Monday he worked full time, right through 
the clock. 

Senator Knowtanp. It seems rather fantastic to me. 

Representative Price. Was he the only superintendent you had on 
the job? 

Mr. Tyxer. The only plumbing superintendent; yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Dean, with reference to Senator Know- 
land’s question, as to whether this so-called pirating of workers from 
the lump-sum contractor to the cost-plus contractor would make it 
impossible to get lump-sum bids: Did that actually happen? Or 
have you not been able to get all the lump-sum bids you wanted out 
there right along? 

Mr. Coie. We have advertised additional work since that time, 
Senator, and have had a good response. In one instance, I remember 
we had 14 bids. 

Senator Know.anp. Was that before or after this story broke ? 

Mr. Corte. That was after McNeil’s contract was terminated, but 
before this story came out. 

Senator Know.anp. Of course, they might not have had knowledge 
of what went on under the circumstances. You may find that we may 
at least want some questions answered here afterward. 

Commissioner Dean. We had some lump-sum contractors out there 
who were paying what I would think was a very substantial sum for 
individual men for a given week, running up as high as $500 in some 
weeks. But they figured this in and took it out of their own cost. 

Representative Cote. What was this man, Stewart, receiving when 
he was working for the lump-sum man ? 

Mr. Corr. Those figures we do not have. 

Commissioner Dean. We can supply that for the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 

M. H. Stewart was on the payroll of A. G. Sylvester Plumbing Co., subcon- 
tractor for the NeNeil Construction Co. While on that payroll his earnings were 
as follows: 


Week ending— Amount earned 
ENTS TT Ce ee Te ee ee Ts ET asihibuihiabidd $250 
co ceantiininias niieiiaeatneenaaaien an 
0 a ee ee ee ee ae a RES, 3 NF 5: SN 25 
I os a iw ni wc acl epen dorm eesenatentpcenanapyparel Racbesaitnepibac’ "ee 


Representative Cote. Is it not a fact that the reason the lump-sum 
man was not able to complete on time was because he was losing his 
employees to the cost-plus contractor ? 

Commissioner Dean. That I don’t know, actually. Mr. Tyler? 

Mr. Tyzer. I would like to say this for the record, gentlemen. 
This being an open hearing, I would like to answer all questions, but 
I just want to call attention to the fact that Mr. McNeil has appealed 
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his case, and there is a Board in Los Angeles at the moment hearin 
his appeal. And I have so far made no comment on the justice of it 
on either side until the Board has made their finding. it is an im- 
partial Board. I merely want to call that to your attention, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, but all we want are all the facts. And 
I am for them coming out here, no matter who they serve in some 
other area. Let the facts serve whoever should be served. But there 
should be no desire to hold back any facts on the ground that it might 
be prejudicial one way or another. The facts are the facts. 

Commissioner Dean. Of course, that is right, sir. 

The Cnarrman. And what we have to have are the facts now. Be- 
cause I would like to emphasize to you that last night, for instance, 
I listened to one radio commentator, and he said the cost of the 
Savannah River project was guessed at some six-hundred-million-odd 
dollars, and now it is $1,200,000,000. Maybe the explanation of that 
lies in this Nevada story of a $756-a-week plumber, who was not even 
a foreman corte according to this commentary. 

Now, I think you will agree with me that, if the facts do not war- 
rant this, we want to bring them out here; that we are not permitting 
$750 a week throughout this program. And I think every factor 
bearing on this, good or bad, we have to have here today. 

Commissioner Dean. Mr. Chairman, I would like to lay at rest 
any such claim as that which you have stated was made by this com- 
mentator : that that is happening at Savannah River. 

Our workweek at Savannah River today, far from what it was in 
this emergency period, is 45 hours. Our workweek at Paducah is 48> 
Our highest workweek at any sensitive place in the program that I 
can think of at the moment is in one facility we have there in the 
Midwest, which is 54 hours. That is the highest we have got, with 
all the urgency we have in the program. So, you can never account 
for any high cost in the Savannah River project by the payment 
of overtime. 

The Cuamman. The question arises, then: You say 45 hours at 
Savannah River, 48 hours at Paducah, and 54 hours at the sensitive 
installations in the Midwest. I take it that you are not calling for 
more hours of work at these places because of the overtime costs. 

Commissioner Dean. That is a consideration. Yes; certainly, be- 
cause your bill goes up considerably, and you have to measure what 
you are going to get in terms of an early production date against the 
dollars it is going to cost you and how important it is. We have not 
found it necessary. 

Senator Anperson. But you did say a minute ago that the lump 
sum contractors were paying as much as $500 per week. 

Commissioner Dean. This is again out at the Nevada test site. I 
was excepting that. 

Senator Anpverson. Iam sorry. I did not mean to say that you had 
not excepted it. But I say even there, if the lump-sum contractor 1s 
paying $500 a week, he has to figure that into his bid ; does he not ¢ 

Commissioner Dean. He certainly does, or he will go broke. 

Senator ANperson. And, therefore, your costs out there were higher, 
because of the extreme rush of the work. 

Commissioner Dean. That is very true. 

Senator Anperson. I heard you say this was started in December 
of 1950 and that the first shot was in February of 1951. Actually, you 
had started to shoot even in the closing days of January; had you not? 
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Commissioner Dean. That is very true. 

Senator ANperson. And one of the shots took place in the very 
first days of February. 

Commissioner Dean. We did not get authorization to shoot shots in 
the continental United States until later; so, it was somewhat on the 
order of 40 or 50 days. 
ion’ eenpatotive Duruam. When was this contract let to begin with, 

r. Dean 

Commissioner Dean. It was let in June of 1951. 

Representative Durnam. Did that have something to do with delay- 
ing the finishing of it? The contract, of course, was rather crowded, 
and you rushed this thing at the end to try to put it into operation. 
So you find yourself in this position, paying this man this sum of 
money. 

Rocaae Anperson. McNeil was given his contract in May. 

Commissioner Dean. That istrue. I should have said May instead 
of June. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you have the 
record here on the Haddock Engineers operation there, showing what 
other foremen received during this period of time; that is, carpenter 
foremen, electrician foremen, and other foremen who were on the job? 

Commissioner Dean. Let me inquire, Senator, what period of time 
you have in mind. 

Senator Hickenvoorrr. Let us start with the month of October in 
particular, because we have the figures on this plumber in October. 

Commission Dran. I think we have those figures. 

‘ i Cotz. Among the people who were hired directly by Had- 
oc. __ 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Or working for Haddock, later. 

Mr. Cote. I am going to get to that. There was one carpenter fore- 
man in 1 week during October who was paid in excess of $500. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. What week was that? Do you know? 

Mr. Corr. It is the week ending October 16. I do not have the 
exact figures on him. 

Senator Hickentoorer. Do you have any other weekly figures on 
him, any figures of his earnings for any other week ? 

r. Cote. Not on him as an individual; no sir. For the months of 
A agust, September, and October—and these have been average— these 
were averaged on a full week’s basis; it doesn’t mean all of these people 
were necessarily there all of the 3 months’ period, but anyone whv 
worked 4 weeks was included in the average. The foremen averaged 
$360.40. 

Senator Hicken.oorrr. Do you have the top pay of any foreman 
there? I mean, what is the top, and what is the bottom to make up 
that average! 

Mr. Coz. No, sir, I do not have the top, but I do know that two of 
these men in one week did make $700 also. 

Senator ANpERson. Apiece? 

Mr. Cotz. Each. Journeymen, the electricians, averaged over this 
period $282.20 per week. 

Representative Durnam. Can you give us the hourly wage, straight 
wage, on a plumber, carpenter, or whatever it is, to see if that is out 
of line? Of course, this double time and treble time and double- 
double time and golden time may come into it. 
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Mr. Cotz. There was no golden time, sir. 

Representative DurHam. It has here “double-double-double.” I 
do not know what that is. 

Commissioner Dean. This particular man, for example, Mr. Dur- 
ham, worked 40 hours at $3.50 an hour. 

Representative Durnam. He worked 12 hours, here. It says 12 
hours double-double time, which makes 48 hours that you pay for at 
$3.50 an hour. 

Mr. Cote. He worked 24 hours, sir, instead of 12 hours, and for 
the entire 24 hours he received double time. It was a Saturday. 

Representative Durnam. Not according to the schedule they have 
here, if this is correct. 

Mr. Corz. This was checked this morning, sir. 

Commissioner Dean. May I give you the facts as we have them now, 
Mr. Durham? He worked 40 hours at $3.50. 

Senator Hicken Loorer. On what day was that? 

Commissioner Dean. This was through the week, the total for the 
week. And he worked 83 hours in addition, making a total of 123 
hours. And for those 83 hours he received double time, not double- 
double time, at the rate of $7 per hour. 

Senator Anperson. That does not check with what we have here. 
We have here 40 hours of straight time, 43 hours at double time, and 
20 hours on double-double time or golden time. 

Is that right or wrong? Saturday, for example, he worked 12 
hours at straight time. 

Mr. Coir. He worked 24 hours on Saturday. 

Mr. Tyter. That is the error in this column. The last two figures 
should be in the double time column at 24 and 16. 

Representative Eston. Captain, do you have any double-double 
time ? 

Mr. Tyrer. No, sir. 

Representative Exrston. Have you ever paid any double-double 
time? 

Mr. Tyter. Not that I know of. 

Representative Etston. That is the first you have heard of double- 
double time? 

Mr. Corr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bricker. How did it get in this table? 

Commissioner Dean. It is an error. 

Senator Bricker. Who made it? 

Commissioner Dean. This was not our figure. 

Senator Anprerson. That is on the basis of questioning from the 
newspaper story, but the staff is not certain it is correct. We now 
have the statement, then, that he worked 24 hours on Saturday and 16 
hours on Sunday, for which he got double time. 

Commissioner Dean. That is correct. 

The CHatrman. Now, this table I have before me, I am informed 
by Mr. Heller of the staff, was taken from newspaper sources. And 
you say this is not an accurate table. 

Commissioner Dean. That is correct. The double-time column 
should be moved over, the two figures, 12 on Saturday and 8 on Sun- 
day, into the third column, on double time. 

Bosintor Anperson. Twenty-four and sixteen? 

Commissioner Dean. That is correct, sir. 
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Representative Duruam. The thing I am concerned about is this: 
What is your schedule on your carpenters? Have you a schedule on 
your carpenters and plumbers and journeymen and all the rest of 
them ? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir. The journeyman plumber’s regular rate is $3 
per hour. 

Representative Durnam. What is it in the city of Washington ? 

Mr. Cote. That I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. What does the rate go to for overtime on a 
weekday ¢ 

Mr. Core. Double time in the case of plumbers? 

Senator HickenLoorer. For overtime on a weekday ?¢ 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir. 

Senator HtckenLoorer. What is the rate for work on Saturday ? 

Mr. Core. Double time for all work on Saturday or Sunday. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. All right. If they work 16 hours on Satur- 
day, do they get any more than double time for each hour worked ¢ 

Mr. Corr. No, sir. They do get double time for the entire 16 hours. 

Senator Hicxenvoorer. If they work on Sunday, what do they get? 

Mr. Core. Double time. 

Senator Hicken Looper. Nothing but double time, no increase over 
the double time for work on Sunday ? 

Mr. Core. That is correct. 

Senator Hicken oorrr. If they work on a holiday, such as the 
Fourth of July or Memorial Day or Labor Day, what do they get? 

Mr. Cote. Double time. 

Senator Hicken.Loorrr. Straight double time. And no double- 
double time of any kind? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right, sir. 

Commissioner Dean. You are speaking of plumbers, are you not? 

Mr. Coxe. I am speaking of plumbers. 

Senator HickenLoorrr. I understood you, Captain Tyler, or you, 
Mr. Cole, to state a moment ago that in this project, or we might 
enlarge it to the entire atomic energy operation, there is no such thing 
as double-double time, in other words, quadruple hour pay, based on 
the normal base ? 

Mr. Cote. There is none at this project. As far as 1 know, there 
is none within the Santa Fe operations office. 

Commissioner Dean. Mr. Bloch advises me that there is no place in 
the Commission activities anywhere where they pay more than double 
time, where there are contractors. 

Senator Hicken Loorer. Where you pay, under any circumstances, 
more than double time for hours worked ¢ 

Commissioner Dean. I am so advised. 

Senator HickenLoorer. Regardless of whether it is Saturdays, holi- 
days, or any other days? 

‘ommissioner Dean. That is correct. 

Representative Durnam. I wanted that schedule of all the pay- 
ments to the laborers out there, so that we would have some comparison 
as to whether it is out of line with the general Washington schedule. 

Senator Hickentoorrr. I apologize, Mr. Chairman, for breaking 
in, but as long as he was giving the schedule, I thought he could explain 
where the other provisions for extra pay come in. 
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- Representative DurHam. Just so we will have it for the record. We 
are sure it was exaggerated from the standpoint of pay to the indi- 
vidua]. And that alone in the hourly rate compares to the hourly 
rate throughout the country. 

Mr. Corr. These figures, sir, are established by the Department of 
Labor under the Davis-Bacon Act and are given to the United States 
for use. That is the journeyman rate. 

oe Durnam. And that is what the contractor has to 
abide by. 

Mr. Caan That is the minimum which the Department of Labor 
— the contractor to pay and is the maximum which we permit 

im to pay. In other words, it is both a minimum and a maximum. 

The CuarmMan. And under the Davis-Bacon Act, the standard or 
the test is the prevailing wage for that work in the area; is that not so? 

Representative DuruAm. That is what I understood. 

Mr. Core. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Bricker. What was this based upon? 

Mr. Core. Sir, this was done by the Department of Labor. 

Senator Bricker. You do not know what base he took, what city 
he took as a base for his standard ? 

Mr. Coxe. No, sir. 

Representative Eusron. Mr. Chairman, I did not get an answer to 
my question as to whether bonuses are paid. 

Commissioner Dean. No bonuses. 

Representative Exston. On any site? 

Commissioner Dean. On any site. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Dean, before we get into the schedule on this 
particular job, there are certain general questions that I would like 
to ask and get clear in my own mind. Now, as I understand it, and 
from your testimony so far, this situation does not prevail through- 
out the Atomic Energy Commission’s contracts or their work. 

Commissioner Dran. It certainly does not. This is a very unusual 
situation, and one that developed just prior to test. And the thing 
that strikes me, as I look back on these figures and realize the puey 
that you faced just prior to shooting, and the necessity of completing 
these facilities in time for the shot, and knowing what this confusion 
was, having been there myself, I can understand how you would get 
into a situation of this kind, although I do not like it. 

The Cuarrman. Just this further question. You say they are work- 
ing 45 hours down at Savannah River and 48 hours at Paducah and 
54 hours at one sensitive plant. 

Commissioner Dean. That is correct. 

The Cuatrman. Of course, we could get those projects completed 
a good deal faster if you would work these men double time. Is that 
not right? And pay for it? 

Commissioner Dean. Depending on the situation. I would rather 
that our construction people would talk to what the situation would 
be in a given area, where you are building, whether you get more out 
of it by putting them on double time, working them longer, or not. 
We did at Savannah River start with a 40-hour week and jumped 
to 45. 

The Cuarmman. And therefore incurred overtime to the extent of 
those 5 hours? 

Commissioner Dean. Those 5 hours. That is correct. 
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The Cuarman. And that has pushed up the cost, and if you push 
it up to 54, you are going to increase it proportionately, are you not? 

ri, Bleek Art Dean. Tf we should, we certainly would. 

The Cuairman. And of course, it goes without saying, that the 
same is true as to the other two projects, Paducah and the one in the 
Middle West. 

I just want to make it clear, because I think it is important that we 
should know that this is not a general condition. But you say it was 
confined to this instance. 

Commissioner Dean. It is certainly not a general condition; no, sir. 

The Cuamman. What is a plumber making at Savannah River? 
Do you know ¢ 

Commissioner Dean. We have the facts here. 

Mr. Buiocn. $2.60 an hour. 

Commissioner Dean. A journeyman plumber, $2.60 an hour. 

Senator ANperson. What is the subsistence rate ? 

Mr. Core. At Nevada test site, in all the cases except the laborers, 
and I believe two or three crafts, the subsistence is $5 per day. In 
the case of six crafts it is $3.50, 

Commissioner Dean. Most of our men at the test site in Nevada 
have to be recruited in the labor market in California. We have to 
bring them over-there and then transport them into the area. 

Representative E:sron. Do you have to pay their transportation ? 

Commissioner Dran. We have to pay their transportation. 

The Cmairman. What do you call that? Travel and isolation pay ? 
Is that not the phrase they use, “isolation pay”? 

Mr. Cote. Yes; this is termed “isolation pay.” 

Representative Exsron. How much transportation do you allow 
them / 

Mr. Corn. The person has his fare to Las Vegas. 

Representative Exsvon. Railroad fare? 

Mr. Cote. Yes, sir; first-class railroad fare. 

Senator Miturgr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask, What con- 
trol is exercised over the wages paid on a cost-plus contract? 

Mr. Tyter. I didn’t get the question, Senator. 

Senator Muar. As I understand it, these plumbers are paid 
under a cost-plus contract. Correct? 

Mr. Trier. Yes, sir. 

Senator Muar. What control do you exercise over the cost 
factor ¢ 

Mr. Tyter. The wage scales under a cost-plus-fixed- fee contract 
are fixed by our office and are agreeable to our office as standard. In 
this particular case, the wage scales were, as Mr. Cole said, set up by 
the Department of Labor under the Davis-Bacon Act. The fringe 
benefits were agreed upon between the associated general contractors 
and the building trades unions of Nevada, in negotiation. The ne- 
gotiation, as a result of that contract, was turned over to us for ap- 
proval and acceptance as the standards under which the contractors 
were to work. 

Senator Miu1K1n. Have you approved the double-pay arrangement 
here? 

Mr. Tyrter. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Mii1xin. What was the necessity for the double pay in 
this particular case? r 

Mr. Tyver. The basis of double pay: It is based on the basic con- 
tract between the union and the contractors, which is double time. 

Senator Mirirxin. But what was the necessity for paying the dou- 
ble pay ? 

Mr. Tyxer. Under the agreement, any time over 40 hours is dou- 
ble time. 

Senator Mittin. No, but I mean was there a necessity that this 
man, this particular man, should do this particular double-time work ? 

Mr. Trier. Yes, sir. And I would like to enlarge on that. 

Senator Minuikin. How did that come about ? 

Mr. Tyrer. I would like to enlarge on that, if I may, sir. The pres- 
sure of this particular week: It was the last week before firing. The 
first firing, if you remember, was on the 19th. This particular week 
was the last week. He was working his own journeymen one and 
two shifts out there, but this man -was not a plumber. He was a su- 
verintendent of plumbers in charge of production. And in order to 
Gos the project moving, it was necessary that he be there with suc- 
cessive people and keep the job in sequence. It would not have saved 
us a dollar, in fact it would have cost us more money, sir, if we had 
hired another superintendent to work half of the time, because we 
not only would have had to pay the same double time for the other 
superintendent, because under the plumbers agreement out there, any 
time after 5 o'clock is double time even if it is the only time a man 
works. 

Senator Mintikr~. What supervision do you exercise to avoid this 
last-minute pile-up which you say necessitates double time ‘ 

Mr. Tyxer. The supervision is started at the very origin of the 
thing, sir, and except for the imposition by necessity of added tests, 
for which the results were cuaideaed by the Commission vitally im- 
portant, our orderly schedule would have been carried out and we 
would have finished with very little double time. 

Senator Miniikin. Did this peeieer contractor finish under the 
progression that you had established for him?’ I am talking now 
about the cost-plus contractor. 

Mr. Tyuer. No, sir, he did not, but he got the building into operation 
for us. That is all we asked him to do. 

Senator Miniikin. Then I have not made myself clear. I should 
think it would be a normal thing to look forward to the completion 
by a certain time of cost-plus contracts, among other reasons to avoid 
this last-minute pile-up of double time. 

Mr. Tyxer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Mintixcy. Had this contractor progressed as you laid down 
in your contract, or however you do it? 

Mr. Tyter. I would like to bring you up to date on that, sir. This 
was a lump-sum contract, up until the 28th of September. 

Then we gave this contractor, the cost-plus contractor, from the 
28th of September until the 15th of October to put the building in 
operating condition. He could not finish it. But he did get it in 
such condition that we could then use the building during this series 
of tests. 

Senator Minnixix. Up to the time you put him on cost plus, had he 
progressed the way you wanted him to progress ? 
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Mr. Tyier. From that time until the first test, he did, yes, sir. He 
got the building into shape. We did not expect him to finish the 
contract. 

The Cuarrman. But you understand, Senator, there are two differ- 
ent. contractors. 

Senator Mirumin. I understand. I am coming to that. 

Mr. Tyxer. It took this pressure to get the building ready. 

Senator Minirkry. I am talking now only about the cost-plus man. 
I wonder if generally you have a rate of progression, so that you can 
avoid last-minute pile-ups of double time. 

Mr. Tyxer. In this case we didn’t The contractor, when he took 
on this extra load on the 28th of September, had had nothing to do 
with the previous scale of progression; he had to take it in the con- 
dition in which it then was and try to get it operable for us by the 15th 
of October. 

Senator Minuikiy. That was his only instruction as far as progres- 
sion was concerned ¢ 

Mr. Tyer. That was his instruction from us. 

Senator Mutuix1n. Now, have you investigated to find out whether 
the status of his organization was such that he had to pay this double 
time ¢ 

Mr. Tyzer. Yes, sir, we have. And we have found that he was 
doing correctly. 

Senator Mmurxkr. You say he had no aiternative ? 

Mr. Tyxer. No alternative, and still accomplish the results we re- 
quired of him. 

Senator Mutuikiy. Let us get over now to this other contractor, who 
was on a straight lump-sum basis. He was on that kind of a basis? 

Mr. Tytrr. Yes, sir: he was on that kind of a basis. 

Senator MriuiKin. | see under our own staff notes here that several 
times the cost-plus fellow raided the working force of the fellow who 
did not have that kind of a contract, who was on a lump-sum basis. 
Correct / 

Mr. Tyter. Your effect is correct, sir, but I think the verb is bad. 

Senator Mitnikin. Well, pick your own word. 

Mr. Tyier. The fact remains that there were two jobs going on in 
the same area. 

Senator MiuurKk1. Yes. 

Mr. Tyter. One man was unwilling to pay beyond, I think, at that 
time, a 54-hour week. The other man had worked. The laborer goes 
where he pleases. 

Senator Miniikin. Of course. 

Mr. Trier. And he went where he could get the most work. That 
is quite understandable. 

Senator Miniikry. And the fellow that hangs up the biggest wage 
opportunity gets the fellow’s work. 

Mr. Tyxer. Now, the lump-sum contractor, I would like to call your 
attention to again, sir. The lump-sum contractor had a 90-day con- 
tract which he bid on for 90-day completion. This competition did not 
come in in the initial part of his contract. And in order to partially 
compensate for this, we gave him a 35-day extension, which was well 
over a third of the time on which he bid. And we only canceled him 
out when he had not even made satisfactory progress at that time to 
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indicate that we would be able to use the building; not complete the 
contract, but that we would be able to use the building. 

Senator Mitiixiy. But despite the fact that the olka fellow was in 
a position to take away a lot of his workers, the other fellow was 
unable to get the job completed in time for your tests, except by these 
extraordinary devices. 

Mr. Tyxer. It would appear that he was not denuded of workers. 
He had workers. 

Senator Minurkry. Of course, if he was denuded of workers, he 
would not have had any, so obviously we are not talking about de- 
nuding of workers. 

Mr. Trier. He did not lose all of his people. We had lump-sum 
contractors working there on similar contracts at the same time who 
finished their contracts. They went out and got additional people 
and paid the additional wage to keep them working. 

Senator Miturkrn. Did you anticipate when you made this cost- 
plus contract that you would have this last minute pile-up? 

Mr. Tyzer. Yes, sir. We knew we were going to have it. That is 
the only reason we went to a cost-plus contract. I normally in my 
operations do not use cost-plus contracts. 

Ninety percent or better than ninety percent of all the work of SF 
operations has been lump sum. 

Senator Mizirkryn. You can have a cost-plus contract and at the 
same time not have an excessive amount of double-time pay. 

Mr. Tyter. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Mitzixrn. So I am asking you, since you had a cost-plus 
contract, whether you were anticipating a lot of double-time pay. 

Mr. Tyter. I was anticipating an awful lot more work than there 
was time to do, and it naturally involved double-time pay. 

Senator Mizixtx. What was the period of operations under the 
cost-plus contract / 

Mr. Trier. The Haddock contract was let in June, the latter part 
of June. 

Senator Mittikin. When did they get started with the work? 

Mr. Tyzer. Probably right then. 

Senator Miziixrn. They were just working along. They were al- 
ready there. 

Mr, Tyter. Well, they got started the latter part of June on their 
own cost-plus contract. 

Senator Mittrxry. I am back now on the fellow who got the cost- 
plus contract. When did he start under the cost-plus contract? 

Mr. Tyrer. Well, let me bring you up to date on this, too, sir. 
There was a contractor there doing a cost-plus-fixed-fee job up in 
another area, for another purpose. That was the man who was sup- 
posed to have withdrawn the labor from the lump-sum man. Then 
when the time came when we had to close this Sia dite contract 
up in order to get use of the building by the 15th of October, we 
turned this job over to the CPFF contractor who was there, because 
he had inne on the job, he had supervision of the job, and he could 
move in and supervise adequately to get this job done within the 
requirement. 

Senator Minircin. O. K. What was the period of work by the man 
paid under this contract when he started on cost plus? 
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Mr. Tyer. I don’t know about the bid man, but the CPFF con- 
tractor started on the 28th of September. 

Senator Mruuixr. And when did he finish, under cost plus? 

Mr. Tyter. We started operations in the building on the 15th of 
October, sir, at which time, except for an hour or so occasionally 
when we had a slack period, no workers were allowed in. It was a 
closed building. 

Senator Mizi1k1n. Have you graphed out your work during that 
period of a month or so? 

Mr. Trier. We have not, sir. We have a lot of figures, but I just 
came in last night. : 

Senator Mitirxrn. Could he have speeded that thing at the begin- 
ning of that month, without losing all this time ? 

Mr. Tyter. I don’t think he could under the time circumstances. 
You see, there were really only 17 days. He took over the 28th 
of September, and we had to have occupancy of the building on the 
15th of October. 

Senator Mixirkry. Would you say there was as much time at the 
—— of that period as there was at the end ? 

Ir. Tyter. No, but it was fairly close. There was more at the 
end. Because the electrical work came up to climaxes of technical 
decisions which could not have been made sooner. As a result, the 
double-time particularly on electricians was necessarily high at the 
end. 

Senator Minirkrx. Was this man the only man available to do 
double-time work / 

Mr. Tyuer. He was the only plumbing superintendent on the job, 
sir. 

Senator Miniikry. The only one? 

Mr. Tyter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Minuixry. And would that apply to other craftsmen? 

Mr. Tyrer. Yes, sir, | think in the same proportion it does. 

Senator Miniixin. Who else got similar double-time during that 
last rush period ? 

Mr. Tyter. There were carpenters and electricians, principally 
electricians. 

Senator Miiirkrn. Let us have that for the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Untrep States Atomic ENErGy CoMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., February 15, 1952. 
Hon. Baten McMaAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 


Dear SENATOR MCMAHON: At the joint committee meeting of January 30 re- 
garding wage payments at the Nevada test site, the committee requested that 
we supply for the record certain additional information. Attached is that infor- 
mation. The wage payments set forth were obtained from the payroll records 
of the contractors. 

Our review of these payrolls indicates that a payment for wages of $859.46 
was made for the week ending October 14, 1951, to an employee of the Newberry 
Electric Corp. of Arizona, subcontractor to Haddock-Engineers, Ltd. & Asso- 
ciates. This information was in transit to Washington and not available to 
us at the time of the hearings. 

The employee was a general foreman, who was charged with responsibility for 
supervising all electrical work in construction at the detonation area and at the 
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control-point area. While his work involved extremely sustained hours of work, 
the forces under his direction met all schedules and work requests placed upon 
them at both areas. 
Sincerely yours, 
Unirep Srares Atomic ENerGy CoMMISSION, 
Gorvon DEAN, Chairman. 


Analysis of total wage and salary costs reimbursed under Haddock contract (for 
period June 14, 1951, through Jan. 17, 1952) 


Pay for total | 


actual hours | Pay for | Number of 


ofwork at | ; | es 
straight-time | bonus hours | persons ? 








rates ! } 
a anledl —— {—_ 
Week ending } | 
June 26, 1951 ; $201. 61 | $1. 57 6 
July 3, 1951 1, 646. 28 | 119. 49 | 35 
July 10, 1951 . . , “ 5, 845. 88 | 1,018.95 | 66 
July 17, 1951 . 10, 159. 04 1, 571.31 | 127 
July 24, 1951 ; 17, 862. 11 3, 149. 90 | 195 
July 31, 1951 : - 28, 046. 58 | 5, 421. 01 290 
Aug. 7, 1951 48, 604. 37 14, 147.16 483 
Aug. 14, 1951 75, 520. 54 24, 390. 07 74 
Aug. 21, 1951 4,438.30 | 29, 761.21 | 818 
Aug. 28, 1951 97, 478. 85 | 26, 135. 78 917 
Sept. 2, 1951. -_. 85, 425. 63 29, 538. 82 915 
Sept. 9, 1951 111,001.43 | 41, 001. 28 | 1, 037 
Sept. 16, 1951 149, 012. 21 55, 502. 83 | 1, 123 
Sept. 23, 1951 160, 083.69 | 60, 798. 17 1,170 
Sept. 30, 1951 162, 635. 52 62, 371. 07 | 1, 132 
Oct. 7, 1951 193, 218. 56 76, 096, 49 1, 282 
Oct. 14, 1951 198, 311. 97 78, 335. 00 | 1, 429 
Oct. 21, 1951 168, 808, 04 54, 776.19 | 1, 436 
Oct. 28. 1951 179, 237. 90 | 61, 155. 82 1, 466 
Nov. 4, 1951 201, 409.15 | 71, 022. 12 1, 492 
Nov. 11, 1951 186, 615, 28 | 65, 024. 67 | 1, 439 
Nov. 18, 1951 125, 876. 99 45, 548. 38 1, 202 
Nov. 25, 1951 04, 443. 49 31, 199. 75 913 
Dec. 2, 1951 81, 667. 51 18, 525. 76 743 
Dec. 9, 1951 65, 450. 07 13, 223. 03 684 
Dec. 16, 1951 4, 927. 16 12, 489. 68 627 
Dec. 23, 1951 62, 621. 47 12, 163. 52 619 
Dec. 30, 1951 47, 402. 63 11, 626. 26 SSS 
Jan. 6, 1962 35, 949.15 14, 782.13 642 
Jan. 13, 1952 78, 621. 98 18, 568. 40 716 
Jan. 20, 1952 61, 862. 92 | 13, 360. 40 549 
Jan. 27, 1952 59, 479. 63 10, 378. 35 570 
Total... e 2, 953, 967. 74 063, 202. 57 |.... gine 
This includes overtime hours at straight-time rates 
2 Each of these employees did not necessarily work the entire week. 
Summary of wage rates for principal crafts at Nevada test site 
CRAFI CRAFT—continued 
Plumbers: Hourly rate | Laborers—Continued Hourly rate 
Superintendent —- $3. 50 Cement handlers____ $1. 95 
General foreman. : 3. 25 Drillers and jack 
Plumber journeymen 3. 00 hammerers__-_— ~~~ 2. 08 
Helper ; ° : 1. 65 Powdermen_____ one 2. 10 
Carpenters : Ironworkers: 
General foreman __ 3. O75 Superintendent_—____ 3. 25 
Foremen ee 2. 70-2, 825 General foreman_____ 3. 00 
Sawmen a wai 2. S75 Foremen nanos mowne 2 75 
Carpenters journey Ironworkers.__...... 2. 50 
men____- Pea ee 3! 2. 45 Apprentice___.__..___ 2.00 
Laborers: Electricians: 
General foreman . 2. 275-2. 38 ao eS ae 3. 195 
Foremen : 1, 925-2. 205 Journeymen and ap- 
Laborers 1. 75 | prentices__......_. 1. 617-2. 945 
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Analysis of craft wage costs reimbursed under the Haddock contract (includes 
all subcontractors), for period Aug. 1 through Oct. 31 


} T | 
| Average | Average 1] | Average | Average 








| number total | number total 
Craft | ofhours | weekly || Craft | of hours weekly 

| worked wages per || | worked wages per 

} per week | employee ! || | per week | employee! 

a ce ewe! H} a Sa a 

Electricians: || Laborers: 

Foremen.. _. — 78.9 $360. 40 || Foremen._._- ade 72. 92 | $206. 08 
Journeymen.. 67.5 | 282.20 || Laborers... .. iced 58. 11 141, 23 
Apprentices . .| 67.4 213. 69 || Plumbers: ? 

Carpenters: | i] Foremem........... 105. 2 598. 08 
Foremen ._ 68. 05 271. 41 | Journeymen.___....._| 82.1 | 402. 13 
Journeymen..__. ial 59. 87 = 208.83 || | 
Apprentices_-.--_--_-| 59. 59 | 148. 70 || 





1 Does not include subsistence or travel allowances. 

2 These figures are for peak work periods (weeks ending Oct. 2, Oct. 9, and Oct. 16) and reflect higher 
values than if based on entire period. These employees were plumbers working for A. G. Sylvester under 
subcontract to Haddock—previously A. G. Sylvester was a subcontractor of the McNeil Construction Co. 


Summary of direct employees of Haddock Engineers, Ltd., and associates who 
received in excess of $500 per week at Nevada test site 


' 


Highest 





| 
eS I as Highest 
; Num- | Aver- aa | Nam- | Aver- | . 5. on. 
ber of | age wage | ber of | age | Waser 
| | ceived m ceived 
em- |wagere-| during em- |wagere-| during 
ployees; ceived period | ployees) ceived | period 
eu ears Bemie! MAINA iaiacksieal iui eee Se ete 
Week ending— | || Week ending— 
Sept. 23, 1951... . 2 $528. 00 $553. 50 || Nov. 4, 1951_..- | 1 | 539.00 539. 00 
Sept. 30, 1951_ .__- 1 536. 00 536. 00 i| Nov. 11, 1951_.....-/ 1 | 525.00 | 525. 00 
Oct. 7, 1951_.._-- 5 567. 00 617. 50 |} Nov. 18, 1951_....- } 2 | 535.00 539. 00 
Oct. 14, 1951. .... 2 | 550.00 | 564. 4 Nov. 25, 1951...-. 2) 528. 50 532. 00 
Oct. 21, 1951. ...- 1 523. 80 | 523. 80 | | 
i ! ! i 


The above figures do not include subsistence or travel time payments. Maximum subsistence payment 
is $35 per week. 

For no periods other than those shown above were any Haddock employees paid more than $500 per 
week. 


Summary of employees of A. G. Sylvester (plumbing subcontractor to Haddock 
Engineers, Ltd.) who received in excess of $500 per week while employed at 
Nevada test site* 


| 
| Week ending— 


| October 2, | October 9, | October 16, 


| 1951 1951 j 1951 
Number of employees 2| 9} 6 
Superintendents. . 1| 1 | 1 
Foremen........ j 1 | 1 | 1 
Plumbers | 0) 7 | 4 
Average wage received $371 | $571 | $583 
Highest wage received during period .. ‘ re a ie $385 | $637 $721 
| 


1 Haddock took over A. G. Sylvester's plumbing contract from McNeil Construction Co. on Sept. 28, 1951. 


Above figures do not include $35 per week allowance for subsistence. 
For no other periods than those shown above were any Sylvester employees paid more than $500 per week. 
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Summary of employees of Newbery Electric Corp. (electrical subcentractors to 
Haddock Engineers, Ltd.) who received in excess of $500 per week for work at 
Nevada test site during the period Sept. 24, 1951, to Now. 11, 1951 





Average Highest 
overtime 





rn Average 
Number of > standard- wage re- 
employees wed time hours| hours ceived dur- 
aoe worked worked | ing period 





Week ending— 








| 
Sept. 30, 1951 - ‘ iseenani’ 0 | eo: 5 0 | 9.24 0 
Oct. 7, 1951 ; odes 7 $556. 46 | 31 74.75 $636. 53 
Oct. 14, 1951 ! soscanil 73 574.97 | 39 | 81.0 859. 46 
SC RSSRIRSR SRI RR Rm: 5 | 551.78 | 7 69.0 578. 30 
Oct. 28, 1951. ETT 6 559. 67 | 40 | 74.0 656. 70 
Nov. 4, 1951 dame sin’ 17 | 07.69 | 39 | 82.0 741.13 
Nov. 11, 1951 2 RE AES RL 33 | 536. 99 37 | 77.0 699. 71 
t | 





! Period of peak electrical work on detonation area and control-point construction. 
? Peak of electrical work in preparation for operation JANGLE. 


Above figures do not include a $35 per week allowance for subsistence. 


Unrrep States Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 19, 1952. 
Mr. WriirAMm L. Borpen, 
Erecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borpen : Attached is additional information on subsistence and travel 
allowances for principal crafts at the Nevada test site which was requested 
February 18 by telephone by Mr. William Bergin of the committee staff. This 
information supplements the tabulations transmitted to Senator McMahon by 
Chairman Dean’s letter of February 15, 1952. 

Sincerely yours, . 
Georce F. SCHLATTER, 
Colonel, USAF, Deputy Director of Military Application. 
Enclosure. 


Subsistence allowances for principal crafts at the Nevada test site 


Craft Allowance per day 
OS See Se Siac cis lle api eka aieenaguial ne ie ice ce eee $5. 00 
EF EL ST CES POET OE! ee ee a 5. 00 
EE SE CE BREE EY eK OE) EAS BR 5. 00 
SD hcxrainnodinasec-asmasipdtinieniaaiaiamannnadaand lati ht Spl OS ae Mek Ne 8. 50 
Ea Se ee ER) EE eS, BHR EY eg ete Le tes! 8. 50 


All of these allowances were in accordance with the agreements between con- 
struction unions and the associated contractors, in effect in the Las Vegas area. 


Travel allowances for principal crafts at the Nevada test site 


Most workers at the test site were housed in the facilities available at the 
construction camp which is located approximately 40 miles from the firing area. 
Plumbers, electricians, and ironworkers engaged on construction at the technical 
test areas were paid their established craft wage for the 2 hours required to 
travel from and to the construction camp. As housing was available at the camp, 
workers of these crafts residing in Las Vegas or elsewhere were allowed travel 
pay only from and to the camp. No travel allowances were made to carpenters 
and laborers. 

Note.—Regular and overtime wage tabulations submitted to the Joint Com- 
mittee by Chairman Dean's letter of February 15, 1952, include payment of the 
travel allowances described above. 


Mr. Tyter. I would like to apologize for not having better figures, 
but we got this late yesterday afternoon and spent most of the night 
in the air, so we got most of this by telephone. 

Mr. Core. The electricians, the average we have, sir, is for a 3-month 
period, August, September, and October. 
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Senator Mituix1n. That will not reach what I am talking about. 
Do you not remember out of your own memory whether there were 
any other superintendents, electrical superintendents or plumbing or 
masonry or whatever they might be, who were making comparable 
double time, during the same period ? 

Mr. Corx. Yes, sir, there were, but I do not have the numbers of 
hours, or the names or amounts. 

Senator Anperson. But did you not testify there were two elec- 
tricians who drew about $700 a week ? 

Mr. Corr. The last week, when this occurred ; yes, sir. 

Senator Mitirkrn. How else was the job divided ? 

We have been talking about plumbers and electricians. What other 
type of superintendent was involved? 

Mr. Cote. Carpenters and laborers were primarily the ones. 

Senator Mitirkrn. Carpenters and who else ‘ 

Mr. Cot. And laborers. 

Senator Mritixr. Did you have any masonry men? 

Mr. Coz. Very few, sir. ; 

Mr. Tyrer. Very few at that stage of the game. Our masonry 
work was practical completed. 

Senator Mutr«in. And all of those you think got comparable 
double time during the last hurry-up rush period ? 

Mr. Cote. The more nearly comparable was the group of elec- 
tricians. The carpenters did not nearly approach the amount of time. 

Senator Mituixin. How about the men, the workers? Did they 
start doubling up? 

Mr. Core. Yes, sir. Their workweek was also increased. 

Senator Minirxry. Was that during the whole period of the cost- 
plus contract, or did it also progress and get larger and larger as they 
reached the finish ¢ 

Mr. Cote. These figures we do not have, sir. I have asked for them, 
and we will put them in the record. But I do know from my know]l- 
edge that there was a build-up during this week in the middle part of 
October, which was the climax. 

Senator Mitirxry. In your judgment, the thing could not have 
been spaced so that there would not have been as much double-time 
work and as much double-time pay ? 

Mr. Core. There could not have been, and still reach the established 
dates for the test. The information was not available on some of the 
latter things, sir, until it was almost time to fire. 

Senator Mitur«r. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have for the 
benefit of the record the double time of the workers on this project 
during that period, broken into categories. 

Did I make my question clear? 

Commissioner Dean. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 15.) 

The Cuarrman. Captain, what was the total cost to the Commission 
of McNeil falling down on this job? 

Mr. Tyrer. This has not been determined yet, sir, until his appeal 
has been resolved in the Appeal Board. When the appeal has been 
resolved, we will know whether he, his bondsman, or the Commission, 
are going to have to take the responsibility. 

The Cuarrman. Let us assume, just for the purposes of reaching 
some estimate of what is involved. 
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Mr. Tyter. I would have to use round-number figures, sir, but I 
would assume it probably cost us in the vicinity of 75 to 100 thousand 
dollars over the original cost of the building on a lump-sum contract. 
I am picking these out of my own knowledge and understanding of 
the problem, rather than any figures which I have had a chance to 
examine. 

The Cuamman. Has McNeil been a contractor with the Commis- 
sion before ? 

Mr. Tyxer. No, sir, this is his first contract. 

The Carman. Where is he from? 

Mr. Tyxer. Los Angeles area. 

The Cuairman. And this is the first contract he has had? 

Mr. Tyter. This is the first contract he has had with us (SFOO). 

The Cuarrman. Were they a company of experience and any proven 
history ¢ 

Mr. Tyver. This particular branch of the McNeil Co. does not have 
as much experience as others. It is gees a complicated construction 
family, going back over a couple of generations. This particular 
company, under the youngest McNeil, is a relatively inexperienced 
branch compared to the other McNeil construction companies. 

The Cuarrman. The total amount of their contract for this job was 
$617,000, which was subsequently increased to $660,000? 

Mr. Tyzer. Yes, sir. That was an increase in scope. 

The CuatrmMan. An increase in scope? 

Mr. Trier. Yes, sir. We added a job to it. 

The Cuatrman. All right. We will take the figure of $660,000. 
How much were they lower than the next bidder? 

Mr. Core. It is about a hundred thousand dollars, sir. I have the 
figures here. 

The CuarrMan. I would like to have those figures. 

Representative Exston. May I ask: Were they required to give a 
performance bond ? 

Mr. Tyter. Yes, sir. 

Representative Exston. Is the performance bond sufficient to take 
care of any loss? 

Mr. Ty er. It will take care of 50 Perea of the value of the con- 
tract, which is more than any conceivable loss as we can see it now. 

Representative Eston. One other question I would like to ask, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I notice you are jumping from straight time to double time. Was 
there no time and a half paid? 

Mr. Tyter. Not under plumbers’ contracts, no. All of those con- 
tracts from the Los ieee area are straight time and double time. 

Representative Exsron. Is that peculiar only to that area? 

Mr. Core. It varies, sir. It is generally true of electricians and 
plumbers, I believe. 

Representative E:ston. Is it true in the Savannah River project ? 

Mr. Brocu. The Savannah River plumbers get time and a half 
except Sundays and holidays, when they get double time. The pattern 
varies from locality to locality. It varies between crafts. 

Senator Anprerson. Captain, there has been some suggestion here 
about pirating employees away from McNeil. 

The Cuarrman. Before we get into that, Senator, I would like to 
get an answer to that question about the bids here, if you do not 
mind. I would like to get that in the record. 
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Mr. Coie. McNeil Construction Co. bid $617,913. The next bid 
was J. A. McNeil Co., who is an uncle of the McNeil Construction 
Co., $723,320. And there are three other bidders. 

Senator AnpeRson. What are the rest of the bids? 

Mr. Cote. R. E. McKee bid $747,583. Utah-Leavell Co. bid $802,- 
476. Haddock Engineers bid $896,347. 

Senator Mittixr. What was the Commission’s estimate of what 
the job should be done for? 

Mr. Cote, The engineers’ estimate—and this stands for the Com- 
mission, I suppose—is $459,555. 

+ Senator Mitui«rn. Well, you missed it badly, and so did several 
others. 

The Cuarrman. I want to follow this through. Was that the last 
bid, $896,000 ? 

Mr. Corr. Yes, sir, that is the high bid. 

The Cuairman. Now, when the award was made for $617,000, who 
was the deciding vote on that? Who was actually the fellow who 
decided to give it to the $617,000 man ? 

Mr. Tyter. We have a contract board which reviews all our bids 
and makes a recommendation to me personally. I make the award 
on their recommendation. 

The Cuairman. And who is on that board? 

Mr. Tyter. The board is made up of members of my staff. It is 
chairmanned at the moment by my supply and purchasing officer, 
and is composed of members of the Fiscal Division, the Legal Divi- 
sion, the Personnel Division, and the Engineering and Construction 
Division. 

The Caarrman. Do you have those names available ¢ 

Mr. Tyrer. Mr. Cole can give them to you, I trust. He used to be 
chairman of the board at one time. We try to keep as full a member- 
ship as we can. 

Mr. Corte. The present membership is: Mr. George Udel, chair- 
man 

Mr. Tyrer. He is my purchasing officer. 

Mr. Corr. He heads the Supply and Procurement Division. The 
members are Mr. Frank Peal, who heads the Finance Division; Mr. 
Judson Ford, who heads the Personnel and Organization Division; 
and Mr. Chester Brinck, who heads the Legal Division. 

Senator Minzixrn. Do you not have any construction men on there ? 

Mr. Coxe. In this type contract, as a representative of the construc- 
tion group, I would appear before this group to present a recommen- 
dation on this award and to try to answer any questions that were 
raised, 

Mr. Tyter. Our board was originally chairmaned by Mr. Cole, 
as an engineering and construction officer, but for sound reasons, I 
believe, we removed the Engineering and Construction from any 
contract which involved engineering and construction and made them 
available to the board for consultation. 

The Cuatrman. Now, was this the Board that awarded this con- 
tract ? 

Mr. Corr. The Board recommended it to Mr. Tyler. He actually 
makes them. 

The Cuatmman. Was there an investigation made of the qualifica- 
tions of this outfit, before the award was made? 
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Mr. Tyier. Yes, sir; there was. And, further, the outfit was re- 
quired to post a performance bond. 

The Cuarrman. In the sum of how much? Half of it? 

Mr. Tyter. Up to half of the value of the contract; yes. 

The Cuarrman. I see. And now it is over that bond that this liti- 
gation comes ¢ 

Mr. Tyter. It will come, over that bond, when and as a decision is 
made as to whether we were justified in not extending his time. 

The Cuarman. And his defense is that, “I was prevented from 
fulfilling my contract by your bringing in cost-plus-fixed-fee people 
who took away my labor”? 

Mr. Tyter. That is his contention, I believe, and that is what is 
being heard. 

The Cuatrman. Now, let us assume that he prevails. Let us make 
that hypothesis. What will the cost, final cost, of this building be, 
approximately? I mean the cost of the completion of the contract 
which McNeil undertook for $617,000. 

Mr. Tyter. I don’t think we can answer that with any accuracy 
at all at the moment, because due to the test intervention we stopped 
the contractor when the test started, and he had to wait until the tests 
were over to come back. As a result, that contract has just about been 
completed now. . 

re CuHatrMAN. Has he been working double time since then? 
_ Mr. Tyter. No; he has been working 40 hours a week to the present 
time. 

The Cuatrrman. And will the cost of this thing, in your estimation, 
reach $896,000, which was the high bid? 

Mr. Tyuer. No, sir; I don’t think it will. As I said, I am speaking 
only from my experience and my knowledge of the work that is going 
on. It will probably run from 75 to 100 thousand dollars over. 

The Cuairman. In other words, about $700,000? 

Mr. Tyrer. Between there and $725,000, I would say. As I say, 
I am making my own estimates. 

Senator Muuir«rn. That is still over 100 percent of what they 
thought was a fair figure for it. 

The Cuarrman. Yes; but, as you point out, the contractors, some 
of them, guessed $896,000. Prot the fellow who guessed $896,000 is 
the fellow that they picked to complete the job. Evidently he was 
the high bidder. 

Mr. Trier. He was on the job, and we could not afford, in time, 
first, to go out and find somebody else in the California area and bring 
his people in to complete this. He took most of the people right out 
of the job, and used his own supervision. Furthermore, we would 
have had to provide, if we brought in other men, that we would go to 
the added expense of transportation of workers and added housing in 
the camp and added subsistence. So, we utilized him as an economy 
measure both for dollars and time. 

Senator Hicken oorer. May I clear this up? The statement that 
you made of 75 to 100 thousand dollars more: Now, to snub that right 
down, do I understand, or do we understand, that you are giving an 
estimate that the completion of the McNeil contract under ordinary 
conditions as anticipated at the outset would still have cost from 75 
to 100 thousand dollars more than he bid? 

Mr. Tytrr. No, sir. 
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Senator Hickenvoorrer. I wanted to get that cleared up, as to 
whether the 75 or 100 thousand dollar excess—— 

; me be sure we understand one another on this, sir. 
It would not have cost the Government a dollar over $617,000. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. Let me get this clear. McNeil bid $617,000. 
Now, I understand that, under the circumstances as they transpired, 
the cost to complete that contract will be somewhere from 75 to 100 
thousand dollars, as I understand the estimate is more than the 
$617,000. 

Mr. Tyter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hicken.oorrr. Do I understand you to say that in your 
ee had the McNeil contract gone along without, let us say, this 

abor dispute, of taking laborers away from him and all that sort of 
stuff, and had it gone along in a normal way, it would have cost 75 to 
100 thousand dollars more than MeNeil bid 

Mr. Trter. No, sir. I think if this had gone along in a normal way, 
with sound supervision and a willingness to employ personnel when 
there were shortages, he could have cetdatipliched | this contract within 
his bid price. 

Senator Bricker. But not within the time? 

Mr. Tyter. He could not do it within the time, even though we 
were giving him an extension of time, and his attention was called 
twice during this period to the fact that he was not going to be able to 
make the date. He just could not do it that way. 

As an example, I think this will help clarify your question, sir, or 
my answer to it, perhaps. If, for example, we had, which we could 
not under the contracting laws of the United States, turned this 
thing over to Mr. McNeil as a cost-plus contract from that point on 
it would have cost him the $75,000, probably over, because we required 
« change in the pace to get the thing into operation, and then stopping 
work and coming back and finishing it up. That is a more expensive 
way of doing it. 

Senator Miurktx. Why did you not give McNeil a cost-plus con- 
tract ? 

Mr. Tyzer. We could not modify this contract in favor of the con- 
tractor who was in default. We had an obligation to the Government 
under the contracting laws which required us to carry this out. And 
we have no option. We are not allowed under the law to go back 
and give him a more favorable contract to complete his own work. 

Senator Mrixuixrn. You are able to give someone else one more 
favorable? 

Mr. Tywer. Yes. 

Senator Mitii«ry. But that is the state of the law. You cannot 
help that. 

Mr. Tyrer. That is the way the law reads. We cannot modify the 
law in favor of a defaulting contractor. 

The Cuarmrman. Senator Anderson has a question. 

Senator Anpverson. There has been talk here about taking away 
labor from the lump-sum contractor to the cost-plus contractor. 
There were other lump-sum contractors at Las Vegas at the same time ? 

Mr. Trter. Yes. sir. 

Senator Anperson. Did they lose their men, or did they finish their 
job? 

Mr. Tyter. They got other men and finished their job. 








24 WAGE PAYMENTS AT NEVADA TEST SITE 


Senator ANperson. What were they doing? 

Mr. Tyxer. The major one in this case, the most outstanding, was 
the one in charge of building the power plant, getting it into oper- 
ation. 

Senator Anperson. Did he finish the job? 

Mr. Tyrxer. He finished it on time. 

Senator ANperson. Within his bid? 

Mr. Tyrer. As far as I know, within his bid. 

Representative Price. He finished within, as far as you were con- 
cerned ¢ 

Mr. Tyruer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. There were other lump-sum contractors besides 
McNeil? 

Mr. Tyter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. And those lump-sum contractors got their work 
out ¢ 

Mr. Tyter. Yes, sir. I want to be sure I am fair to McNeil on this 
case. We would not have pressed McNeil on his time if he could have 
put the building in operating condition within the necessary time, 
whether he could finish his contract by that time or not. 

Senator Anprerson. It had to be usable for you at the time of the 
test ¢ 

Mr. Tyrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. And the other people had their buildings us- 
able at the time of the test? 

Mr. Trier. The power plant had to be in use. Everything de- 
pended on that. It was in a usable condition and acceptable for use. 

Senator ANprerson. And they lost men to Haddock one day, and 
they stole somebdy back from someone else the next, as usually happens 
in labor camps ¢ 

Mr. Cote. They also hired some of McNeil’s men. 

Representative Exston. Mr. Tyler, how do you account for great 
a discrepancy between the engineers’ estimates and the bids? 

Mr. Tyter. Well, I must be frank. The engineer who is on this 
job is a very competent engineer from an engineering point of view, 
but he has no experience in this area and on this type of a project. 

Representative Exston. You employed him for this specific 
purpose ¢ 

Mr. Tyter. We employed him for this specific work, 

Representative Eiston. Did the engineer get a fee for this work? 

Mr. Tyuer. Yes; he got a fee. 

Representative E:ston. How much fee did you pay these engineers 
whose estimate was several hundred thousand dollars less than the 
cost, here ? 

Mr. Tyxer. I don’t know whether I can give you that answer off- 
hand, because we had a great many other projects going on at the 
same time. This was only one of all the projects he engineered at 
that site. This will happen to the best of them. 

Senator ANpERSON. Starting with the Bear Mountain Bridge in 
New York, which broke a couple of the biggest contractors in the 
country. 

Representative E:ston. One other question. You mentioned awhile 
ago that these workmen received not only their regular time, plus 
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double time, plus transportation, plus subsistence. Did they also get 
housing ¢ 

Mr. ian. No; we didn’t give them both subsistence and housing. 
If we gave them housing, we credited the subsistence to their pay 
That is for the man himself. We had no family housing there at all. 

Senator Bricker. Mr. Chairman, just a question or so to clarify 
the record in regard to this base pay. Now, your wages paid are fixed 
by the Department of Labor? 

Mr. Tyter. Under the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Senator Bricker. That is right. That is an area standard? 

Mr. Tyuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bricker. But that is generally fixed on the standard in the 
next large community. Do you know what that community was? 

Mr. Tyzer. I would not like to speak with authority on that, be- 
cause I have never discussed this with the Department of Labor, but 
it is my understanding from both discussions with unions and con- 
tractors out there that the Los Angeles area is included within this 
area for some crafts. Las Vegas and Reno are used for others. 

Senator Bricker. Now, if it were based upon Los Angeles, do the 
terms of the overtime, whether you pay time and a half or double 
time, depend likewise upon the practice in the area, and is that de- 
termined by the Secretary of Labor? 

Mr. Ty er. I believe that those are usually negotiated within States. 

Senator Bricker. Within States, after free negotiation between the 
contractor and the labor union ¢ 

Mr. Tyrer. The associated. general contractors on one hand and 
what is normally called the Building Trades Council on the other. 

Senator Bricker. The termination, though, of your base pay and 
the approval of your overtime payments are within the discretion of 
the Secretary of Labor, using a certain rather indefinite term in the 
law as to what a base area is? 

Mr. Tyier. Well, I am no expert in this field, sir; but it is my 
understanding that your base-pay scales are determined under the 
Davis-Bacon Act in the Department of Labor. 

Senator Bricker. Now, oo the Department of Labor anything to 
do with transportation costs and with your subsistence or housing 
allowances ? 

Mr. Corr. The Construction Industry Stabilization Commission 
in this case had to approve this, because it was a new contractor going 
into business in a new area. He also had to get his administrative 
rates approved by the stabilization agencies. 

Senator Bricker. Now, can you for the record give us what the base 
pay for a common laborer on this project is, or was ¢ 

Mr. Coir. The common labor is $1.75. 

Senator Bricker. Per hour? 

Mr. Corr. Per hour. 

Senator Bricker. And what is the base pay of a foreman? 

Mr. Core. $2 per hour. 

Senator Bricker. $2. And what is the base pay for a plumber? 

Mr. Coxe. $3 per hour. 

Senator Bricker. And the foreman? 

Mr. Cote. The foreman is $3.25, and the superintendent is $3.50. 

Senator Bricker. That is the highest rate; that of the superintend- 
ent, then ¢ 
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Mr. Cotz. You have two men above the journeyman. 

Senator Bricker. Above the journeyman plumber. What do the 
carpenters make / 
$s 4 Cortez. The carpenters are $2.45. The carpenter foreman gets 

70. 

Senator Bricker. Then you have the superintendent. 

Mr. Cote. The general carpenters’ superintendent is ordinarily an 
exempt person. In other “en he is salaried, instead of hourly. ’ 

Senator Bricker. Those salaries are approved by. the Government ? 
“on Coxg. Those salaries are approved by the Wage Stabilization 

oard. 

Senator Bricker. And what was that figure put at in this contract? 

Mr. Tyter. We have all the labor contracts here. You are speaking 
of carpenters, sir? 

Senator Bricker. Yes. 

Mr. Co.z. Those were $175 per week, plus $24.50 per week subsist- 
ence allowance. 

Senator Bricker. The Wage Stabilization Board came into play in 
this case because of the fact that it was a new contractor? 

Mr. Trier. A new contractor in that area. 

Senator Bricker. Why did they have to, if the wages were based 
on the standard wage in the Los Angeles area ? 

Mr. Tyter. The Department of Labor fixes the wages. 

Senator Bricker. That is what I was getting at. The Department 
of Labor fixes that entirely. Do you know whether this rate was fixed 
by the Secretary of Labor because of the fact that most of your labor 
was recruited in Los Angeles, or does the Los Angeles area spread 
over Nevada? 

Mr. Tyter. Normally, it spreads over Nevada for some crafts. 

Senator Bricker. How far out of Los Angeles do the Los Angeles 
rates prevail ? 

Mr. Tyrer. That I don’t know, sir. We have no other work east 
of there. 

Senator Bricker. How many miles away is it from Los Angeles? 

Mr. Tyter. Between 250 and 300. 

Representative Price. Mr. Tyler, were there any other supervisory 
help involved here? How about foremen ? 

Mr. Trier. The foremen come into this, but they are one level below 
this man. 

Representative Price. Could you give us some idea of those wages? 

Mr. Tyter. 1 don’t believe there were any foremen in this particular 
operation. 

Commissioner Dean. Actually, practically all the workers at the 
control post would be in the category of laborers, common laborers, 
and carpenters. 

Mr. Tyter. I find there was a foreman on the job. 

Mr. Coxe. $598.08, 3 weeks’ average, in October. 

Representative Price. You said something about the Nevada law. 
Would that eliminate the possibility of your doing this under a shift 
proposition to avoid overtime? 

Mr. Tyxer. Well, no, sir; it doesn’t, except that in this particular 
case, for one thing, getting additional personnel for shift work would 
have been, in the first place, difficult, and in the second place, expensive. 
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Because with the transportation costs we were paying, plus the sub- 
sistence costs, and plus the fact that we would have had to provide 
twice as much housing, it would not have added up. 

Representative Price. With the superintendent of foremen, would 
you have three men there that could have handled it on a shift basis? 

Mr. Tyter. On a supervisory basis, you have to have a foreman 
on the job. 

Representative Price. But do you have to have the same man? 

Mr. Tyter. If you have two foremen, you require a superintendent. 
We had two foremen at least on that job. 

Representative Price. But what I am trying to get at: Could they 
not have one foreman for 8 hours and another for 8 hours and another 
for 8 hours? 

Mr. Tyruer. Yes, but as I say, I think our labor costs would have 
been much higher over-all. 

Representative Price. How would it have been higher if you would 
have eliminated all this overtime? 

Mr. Tytrr. It would have been spread wider among three people 
instead of among one. 

Representative Price. No. I mean on straight time. They would 
be on straight time. 

Mr. Tyter. Oh, no, sir. Not under the plumbers’ contract. 

Representative Price. That is what I am trying to get at. 

Mr. Tyter. Under the plumbers’ contract, as written and approved 
by WSB and the Labor Board, a plumber’s day starts at 8 o’clock in 
the morning and ends at 5. If he comes in 1 hour and works from 
5 to 6, he gets double time. 

Representative Price. Is the situation that you describe peculiar 
to Nevada, or that whole area? 

Mr. Tyter. I am not sure of this. I think it is reasonably common 
under those contracts. 

Representative Durnam. This ran for only a few weeks, too. 

Mr. Tyzer. This is transient labor, and they put the pressures on 
pretty heavily. 

Representative Duruam. As I say, it ran for just a few weeks. And 
the question of bringing in personnel to run three shifts presents a 
peek: 

Mr. Tyrer. It would have been very expensive. If we had been 
doing it for 6 months, it probably would have been worth while. 

Senator Anperson. Did you not give that as $588? That is in- 
correct, is it not? Because the average of the superintendent is only 
$586. 

Mr. Core. I got the information earlier this morning, and the av- 
erage on the plumber foreman just before we started over here, and 
I think it is obvious to me that this plumber foreman and Mr. Stewart 
are one and the same individual. 

Senator Anperson. The same person. 

Mr. Core. There is not a foreman in there. 

Representative Price. There is not a foreman on the job, then. 

Mr. Corr. May I check this and send it back, sir? I believe that 
from looking at these comparative figures, it is obvious to me, knowing 
the number of people that were in there, that there was no reason for a 
foreman and a superintendent. 
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The Cuarman. I am interested to know whether that provision 
about after 5 o’clock working is double time regardless of who the man 
is, all over the country. Is that so at Savannah River, Mr. Block ¢ 

Mr. Cote. This is only for single shift. 

The Cuamman. Let us assume that you want to put another shift 
on at Savannah River on plumbers. They start at 5 o’clock and they 
work 8 hours. Now, do they get regular pay, or would they get double 
pay because it is after 5 o’clock ? 

Mr. Brock. They get regular pay except certain periods on a second 
shift, where there is a small premium. Eight hours’ pay for 714 hours’ 
work. 

The Cuarmman. But that is all it amounts to. Because that brings 
up, as you can see, the questtion as to why we should be going only 45 
hours a week at Savannah River. In other words, why not go 80 
hours? It would be costing very little more money. 

Mr. Coir. The 5 o’clock provision is where you have a single shift. 
If you were only going to have one shift of plumbers, and you didn’t 
want them to work in the daytime when the carpenters were in the 
way, and you told them to come to work at night, they would charge 
you double time. But when you come to multiple shifts, it is per- 
missible, under the agreements, to pay each shift on a straight-time 
basis except for these allowances of a half hour or 1 hour in some cases 
for night work. That is 8 hours’ pay for 7 hours’ work. 

Representative Durnam. But if he went to work next morning at 8 
oval, he would not get that. The only thing was that you were 
going to complete it at night instead of the regular daytime. 

Mr. Core. The unions figure on the basis that you are inconvenienc- 
ing them for your own convenience, and you have to pay. 

Mr. Boyer. Would yout repeat your question as to Savannah River ? 

The Cuarrman. Why not two shifts, 40 hours each ? 

Mr. Borer. There are two reasons. One is materials. 

Senator Anperson. When you say “materials,” will you explain 
why? 

Mr. Boyer. Because we don’t have the materials to keep the present 
shift busy. 

Senator Anperson. Then why do you work 45 hours? Why not 
work 40? 

Mr. Boyer. I think that is desirable there, to keep the employees—— 

Senator Anperson. In other words, it is a pay raise. Why do you 
not say it isa pay raise? 

Mr. Borer. You have to keep the people willing to come to work. 
The other reeson is that when you work two shifts, of course, you work 
in the dark. That is because of the time factor: There you will pay 
something to get the time. 

In the place where we are working two shifts, it is because we have 
materials involved, and you just can’t get more people in the area 
during the daytime. So you work two shifts to accomplish something 
in the way of speed-up. 

Senator Anperson. Are you working 54 hours some place / 

Mr. Boyer. That’s correct. 

Senator Anperson. Do you work 54 hours each shift ? 

Mr. Biocu. Yes. 
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Senator Anperson. In other words, a man gets credit for 68 hours 
a week? Why do you not work him 40 hours a week and work more 

le? 

Mr. Brocn. Right now we are short of people on particular crafts 
at that job. 

Mr. Boyer. It is not an unusual practice, Senator, to work more 
than 40 hours in order to attract people to the job. 

Senator Anprrson. But is it not the basis of this 40-hour week that 
you try to cut down the number of hours? Didn’t friends of labor 
represent that a man would do more work if you gave him a shorter 
workweek ¢ 

Mr. Boyer. But you have to keep people that are willing to work 
on their job. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you have a bigger demand than you 
have a supply in craftsmen. How wide an area are you recruiting, if 
you know, in Savannah River? 

Mr. Boyer. Oh, there are people coming into Savannah River to 
live, I believe, 60 miles away from the site. Not commuting. The 
people at Savannah River have come in as far as several hundred miles 
away to work there. 

Senator Hitckentoorer. That is because they have never had it so 
good in their lives, is it not, most of them? 

Mr. Borer. No, that isn’t correct, Senator. Because any construc- 
tion job, where it is a big construction job, there are floating construc- 
tion people. And they will gravitate to those areas where there is 
construction work. 

Commissioner Dean. We have lost 1,600 men at the Savannah River 
job, for the reason given that they could get a more attractive job 
elsewhere. 

Senator Anperson. At Paducah? 

The CHarrman. How about that? Are you competing against your- 
self, Mr. Chairman ? 

Commissioner Dean. I don’t know what kind of a study we have 
which will show whether these men are in some cases floating from 
Savannah River to Paducah. 

Senator Anperson. Did not a lot from Las Vegas come from Los 
Alamos? 

Mr. Tyter. Quite a few; yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. You had to, because you were up against a Q 
clearance there. 

Mr. Tyter. We encouraged it in a great many cases, because we 
needed those people. 

Senator Hickenvoorer. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this: Have you 
considered some device, in a situation of this kind, where you have 
both lump-sum contractors, who may be justified in bidding on what 
they believe to be a status quo condition, a stable condition, and who 
suddenly find themselves confronted by a cost-plus contractor who 
comes into the community on the same job and begins to offer very 
fancy and attractive working conditions indeed? Have you con- 
sidered some device by which you can prohibit the solicitaton or 
the competition between contractors in that area for jobs? 

In other words, prevent a cost-plus fellow from coming in and say- 
ing, “I will give you 10 hours overtime a day, or 5 hours overtime a 
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day, at double time, if you will come over and work for me;” whereas 
you have another fellow that had taken a contract—I am not taking 
sides in this; I do not know about the merits of the thing—like that 
McNeil situation, where it is a lump-sum bid for certain construction, 
and whether it was the fatal thing to McNeil or not, he undoubtedly 
found himself losing many of his essential workers to somebody that 
made the job more attractive just across the street ? 

Commissioner Dean, Whatever may be the merits in the McNeil 
thing, I don’t know, but I know that this is an unhealthy situation to 
have on the same general location a cost-plus-fixed-fee contractor and 
a lump-sum contractor. We had not anticipated we would ever have 
to do this. As a matter of fact, we had assumed it would all be a 
lump sum. And the reason for this cost-plus-fixed-fee contractor 
coming in at the last moment is that we had a change in program out 
there and added two shots, which called for the erection of a lot of 
complicated structures, using the kinds of talents that are involved 
in these crafts. 

Now, that was a contract, unfortunately, which could not be let 
lump sum. We would have the scientists looking over it and saying, 
Make that wall wider, and pull that one down. It was so inflexible. 

Senator HickenLoorer. I understand you have many instances 
where you cannot bid lump sum. No contractor in his right mind 
would take it lump sum, because he does not know what the situa- 
tion is. He is pioneering. 

Commissioner Dean. That was the situation here, and that com- 
plicated this. I am sure of it. 

Mr. Tyter. If you will excuse me, I think, Senator, you pose a very 
difficult question on every angle. For one thing, I do not believe we 
could get a contract past GAO which had any such revision In it. 
Second, we could not require of our lwmp-sum contractors that he not 
hire from the other man, because then we would be in trouble on the 
grounds that the man has a right to work where he pleases. So the 
requirement could not be made to stick. __ e: 

And further, to get into general thinking, this is a hazard of the 
construction business which exists in many places besides the Gov- 
vernment operation. It exists in every town where there is any real 
work going on, and in which some people are working a 54-hour week 
and some people a 40-hour week, and the competition is there, The 
man either has to meet this competition and recognize it and accept 
it, or he goes out of business on that particular contract. This hap- 
pened, I think, rather frequently. 

Senator Hicken.oorrr. I am also thinking of one particular Gov- 
ernment operation that is set up in a community, and I am reliably 
told they began offering 60 to 75 cents more than the going rate, and 
they just P gran labor out of every private industry in that com- 
munity. It just disrupted everything. That is not the situation in 
this case. There is no private industrial operation working there. 

Representative Price. Senator, may I make a contribution to this 
thought, there? 

The Cuamman. Yes; surely. 

Representative Price. I had a case down in Paducah, where the 
plastering contractors were looking over the likelihood of some work, 
and this one contacted the superintendent in charge of the subcon- 
tracts, and the subcontracting superintendent, by the name of Mr. 
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Schneider, discouraged him from attempting to get a subcontract, 
because, he said, he would not be interested in it. I believe an exact 
quotation from this contractor, a man I know very well, one of the 
leading men in the business from the State of Illinois, is that he said 
he was informed by this Mr. Schneider that the work was small and 
he did not think he would be interested in it. And he remarked to 
Mr. Schneider, saying : 

It will require more plasterers in this work if you want to complete it rapidly. 
How do you plan to hire plasterers in an area such as Paducah, which has very 
few journeymen plasterers ? 

Schneider is reported to have replied that his plans were to hire 
from far-away plasterers, since they could assure overtime with pay, 
whereas they were working straight time in the area. 

This plastering contractor then questioned Schneider a little further 
as to how he would keep these people busy if the workload on plaster- 
ing would fluctuate so widely as he had described in trying to dis- 
courage It. 

Schneider then commented that that problem was very easily han- 
dled; he said they would simply be paid full time and overtime 
whether there was work to be done or not, until all plastering had 
been completed. 

That is the system a lot of these cost-plus contractors are using on 
these contracts. 

Commissioner Dean, We will certainly look into this one. 

Representative Price. I have asked the Commission to look into it, 
but I got the standard reply that it was necessary in order to push the 
project. 

Commissioner Dean. We will look into it, nevertheless, because if 
that is the situation it is not good, 

I think, perhaps in answer to this one and in answer to Senator 
Hickenlooper’s question, there may not be an easy solution, but the 
best solution lies in proper scheduling. 

If we could so schedule, for example, that we did not have to give 
to a contractor adjacent to another one authorization to go to a 54- 
hour week, which means paying double time, in the case of the plumb- 
ers, and if you could schedule perfectly and did not run into these 
last minute rushes, then I think we could control it, because under 
our supervision we have the control over what workweek will be. But 
we got into a situation here at Nevada where it was fast and furious, 
and I doubt there was a simple answer. 

Representative Durnam. Well, Mr. Chairman, has not this project 
of atomic energy got into the minds of the people as being of such a 
character that everything we do has to be done on the minute, on the 
spot, right now? That is kind of the feeling. Now, I think it is better 
to take a contractor and give him 35 days or 60 days or 90 days or 
whatever he needs, instead of trying to crowd this thing into a com- 
pressed situation and have to pay double time and triple time and get 
criticized for it all over the country. It is a small matter here, but 
it made big headlines in every part of the country, and it is, of course, 
very difficult to answer without a thorough understanding of it. 

Commisioner Dean. That is very true. As a matter of fact, I 
contemplated going into the plumbing business myself, after read- 
ing the story. 
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Senator Anperson. You said this 45-hour workweek is not a ques- 
tion of the workweek but a question of raising the salaries. 

What is to dissuade the next man from deciding he is going to work 
48 hours, and taking in all the employees the 45-hour man has; and 
the next man going to 54 hours, taking over a whole batch more? In 
the meantime, you destroy the very principle for which I understood 
they fought for a long time, namely, a week of reasonable length, 
which permits the employee to get a little relaxation at the end of the 
week. 

Commissioner Dean. You get more efficiency out of them. 

Senator Anperson. Exactly. 

Representative Duruam. I doubt whether you will find the States 
or the municipal governments or anybody else in this type of a situ- 
ation. Because I am pretty familiar with the tremendous projects 
right there in my own home city at Chapel Hill, a tremendous medical 
ages, probably, I suppose, around $20 million, where there is no 
double time on that, as far as I know and there has not been any. 
There has been progress there, as there has been on every State-road 
contract in the country. 

I know of no condition like this, where we are paying time and 
double time on the thing, except in the Federal Government. And it 
seems to all be done by the agencies that have something to do with 
this war effort. Of course, I realize that you were in a jam out there. 
You probably got into it because we did not start early enough. We 
should have started earlier, probably. It was in the last 3 weeks, and 
you had to cram it in and get it done. And to bring in people, it is 
certainly more expensive than it would have been to pay a little extra 
overtime here. e can all say that. But at the same time, it made 
good headlines and good propaganda to ask me and ask the rest of us 
who represent the people, “What in the heck are you people up there 
doing with the money? Just throwing it out?” 

The Cuarrman. I think this whole thing is very regrettable. 

Representative DurHam. Very. 

The CHatrmMan. The whole thing is regrettable, because appar- 
ently it will give the impression that this was a general procedure 
throughout the work. We find out that it is not. We find out, too, 
that the top bid was $896,000, and the job even wit! this exorbitant 
overtime will run to about $700,000 to complete it. 

Senator Anperson. As a matter of fact, the bids read would indi- 
cate that the low bidder plus the extra the Governmetn might have 
to pay is under the second bidder. 

The Cuarmman. It will be about $23,000 less than the next lowest 
bidder. 

Mr. Trier. The next lowest bidder. 

The Caamman. This creates, gentlemen, a very bad impression 
among the people whose support we need not only for these huge 
projects that we have got on hand but for the bigger projects which 
are to come. And it is of vital importance that we retam, that the 
Commission retain, and justifiably so, the confidence of the people 
of the United States that they are not broadcasting the taxpayers’ 
money. 

Of course, we know, and we appreciate, the necessity for getting 
those tests off on time. It is vital to the interests of the security of the 
United States. I think it is important for the people to know that, 
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and to know the facts. But this was a regrettable situation, neverthe- 
less, this seven-hundred-odd dollars to this fellow. And I think we 
ought to make a complete report. I think the Commission ought to 
have a complete report. In the meantime, we will make up a report 
on the basis of the facts as we now have them. 

Representative Exvsron. Is it not also important to show, as to the 
double costs at the Savannah River project, why they are double? 
What is the principal reason? Is it a change in plans, increased labor 
cost, or what is it? 

Commissioner Dean. It is very unfortunate that any such observa- 
tion as that should have been made over the radio. This is the story 
of Savannah River. When we first came in, about a year and a half 
ago, it became apparent to us that a new facility of the Savannah 
River type was indicated, and we had only the roughest type of a 
“guestimate” we could make as to the cost of that facility. The basis 
for our “guestimate,” and I advisedly use that term, was the cost 
of the—— 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Commissioner Dean. At least, the facilities were quite different. 
There were new designs involved, completely new designs. And, as a 
matter of fact, they hadn’t been designed, and the design is not yet 
complete, although the construction is well under way. When you 
give a figure to the Congress at that point, it is a minimum, an opener. 
And we said at that time $600 million, 

Now, I was asked about 3 months later at a subsequent meeting of 
the House Appropriations Committee, “What does it look like now?” 
I said, “It looks like $900,000,000.” That is the sort of thing that you 
have to do when you are constructing without having designed. And 
when you are trying to make a ee to get the material out at the 
earliest possible date. Now, the actual fact is that it is going to cost 
more than that, and we have indicated that very frankly. 

It seems to me you only have one objective, and that is to get it done 
without waste. And this is the effort. 

But the alternative of not getting it done, of course, really is un- 
tenable. 

The CHatrman. What would you estimate or even “guestimate” 
the total contracts now being worked on to be? 

Commissioner Dean. The total Savannah River project is going to 
run in the neighborhood of $1,250,000,000. The total I would say at 
Paducah is going to run in the neighborhood of $475,000,000. 

We have other facilities going on that are part of this network that 
are ancillary facilities, such as the one out at Texas, the one in Colo- 
rado, and the one that I referred to in the Middle West, without 
naming the facility. These are all important. And they connect. 
If one is not ready on time, the other doesn’t work, and so forth. 
This is the kind of a schedule. And we may have to pay some over- 
time in connection with it. I think we ought to face up to it. We 
should not pay it where we do not have to pay it. But that is as 
much of a rule as you can follow, I think. 

The Carman. Are there any other questions, gentlemen ? 

Senator Hickentoorer. Mr. Chairman, I think that we have not 
completed any information on this subject that would warrant us 
issuing a report at this time, because I think we have just scratched 
the surface. It would seem to me that we ought to have, as long as we 
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have opened this subject up, an itemized statement of what this over- 
time has been, what these foremen and superintendents and so on have 
received week by week, what the overtime has been on the average 
common-labor scale, week by week, on this matter, if we are to give 
the public a fair show on this thing and get a fair understanding 
ourselves, 

Then I think there is another phase of this matter. We have had 
developed by the staff here a chronology of events which perhaps you 
have. I think, Mr. Chairman, or I su t—if there is a reason why 
it should not be, I am perfectly willing to listen to it—that this 
chronology of events be put in as a part of this record here. 

The Craiman. It will be, and we have given copies to the press. 

(The chronology referred to is as follows y 


INFORMATION ON WAGE PAYMENTS AT NEVADA Test SITE 


Mr. M. H. Stewart, a plumbing foreman for Haddock Engineers, Ltd., of Los 
Angeles, is reported to have received $756 for 1 week’s work, as follows: 
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The following résumé is based on data obtained from the AEC on January 
29, 1952: 

In the spring of 1951 the AEC successfully conducted its first tests at the 
Nevada test site using temporary facilities. It was then decided to construct 
permanent facilities to serve future tests at this site. 

A new reinforced concrete control point was designed and bids for its con- 
struction advertised in April. Estimated cost of completed job, $700,000. 

May 4: The bids for the control building were opened. McNeil Contracting 
Co. was low bidder with a figure of $617,000. (Subsequent changes increased this 
figure to approximately $660,000.) (4 bids in all; high bid was $846,000; esti- 
mated cost of completed job, $700,000. ) 

May 21: McNeil was awarded the lump-sum contract which called for comple- 
tion in 90 days or by August 19. 

June 22: Haddock Engineers, Ltd., came on the Nevada test site with a letter 
of intent to build about $6,000,000 worth of test facilities on a cost-plus-fixed-fee 
basis. 

July: Early in the month MeNeil was behind schedule on his job and he was 
having trouble keeping his labor. 

August 4: This Saturday 19 out of 23 carpenters, 8 rod men, and 1 operating 
engineer quit McNeil (the lump-sum contractor) and went to work for Haddock 
(the cost-plus-fixed-fee contractor). 

August 8: These men had been replaced by McNeil. 

August 18: AEC wrote McNeil giving him until September 1 to get his job 
far enough along to make a September 23 completion date possible; this in- 
creased completion to 125 days. 

August 23: 23 more of MeNeil’s men quit to work for Haddock. 

September 20: Job was 65-percent complete against a schedule of 94-percent 
completion. 
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September 21: Mr. Reuben Cole, AEC construction engineer for Santa Fe 
cperations office, wrote McNeil telling him that existence of a cost-plus-fixed-fee 
contractor (Haddock) on the Nevada test site was a normal hazard of the con- 
struction industry and did not constitute a change of conditions under article 
9 of his contract. 

September 24: Mr. Carroll L. Tyler, manager of Santa Fe operations office, 
wrote to McNeil Contracting Co., stating that his right to proceed further with 
the contract was terminated and that the contract itself would be closed out 
at the end of work on September 28. Under the contract final settlement will 
ee be negotiated. A contract appeal hearing is now in progress in Los 
Angeles. 

September 26: Haddock Engineers, Ltd., were given a cost-plus-fixed-fee con- 
tract to complete the control point. First test was fired on October 22, 1951. 
At about the same time the control point contract was let, a lump-sum contract 
was let for a permanent camp site adjacent to the firing area. The lump-sum 
contractor on the camp site also fell well behind schedule, but his contract was 
not canceled. He did not complete his work until after the fall tests had been 
completed. 


Senator Hickentoorer. And then I think another part of the in- 
quiry should be to hear from, let us say, somebody from the McNeil 
outfit or somebody of that kind, as to what effect, for instance, the 
loss of 19 out of 23 carpenters on August 4 to this cost-plus grou 
brought about, and the loss of three rodmen and one operating engi- 
neer, who went over to the Haddock Construction Co. We want to 
know what effect that had on paralyzing the McNeil operation at that 
time, whether there were other laborers or other superintendents in the 
area which he could have got hold of, or that were available to him. 

Then, the loss on August 23 of 23 more of McNeil’s men who went 


over to Haddock. 

And what is the percentage of his total labor? What effect did 
that have on the completion of this vital job? I think we are justified 
in inquiring into this thing. 

(The following letter was supplied for the record :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
February 5, 1952. 
Hon. Brien McMAnHon, 
United States Capitol. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Last Wednesday afternoon, January 30, I was unavoid- 
ably and necessarily absent from the open joint committee hearing on the pay- 
ment of $756 for 1 week's work to a plumber employed on a construction project 
at the Nevada atomic test site. 

If I had been present, | would have pointed out how the whole episode af- 
fected a contractor of the United States Air Force active in the same geographical 
area. This contractor was engaged in building needed structures at the Nellis 
Air Force Base, located outside Las Vegas and near the atomic test site, At 
about the same time the plumber received $756 as 1 week’s pay, the Air Force con- 
tractor to which I refer discovered one morning that nearly all its workmen had 
disappeared. Some time elapsed before the contractor could even determine 
why large numbers of the workmen, with no advance warning, simply did not 
report for duty. 

What had happened was that these workmen were called into the union hall 
and were told that they could earn lush overtime payments if they accepted em- 
ployment with the same cost-plus-fixed-fee Atomic Energy Commission con- 
tractor which hired the plumber. In other words, this latter contractor not only 
pirated employees from McNeil, the company which originally had the job of 
building the atomic energy facility considered in the joint committee hearing, 
but also the identical cost-plus contractor pirated employees from the company 
building necessary structures at the Nellis Air Base. 

I want to state very frankly my opinion that the situation which was allowed to 
develop in the atomic construction job, and which lured away many employees 
of several lump-sum contractors in the area, was decidely unfair. In my judg- 
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ment, the lump-sum contractor originally assigned the job of building the atomic 
facility was unjustly discharged from that work. Furthermore, I believe the 
latter lump-sum contractor is entitled to damages in the breach-of-contract litiga- 
tion now underway in Los Angeles. 

I would be grateful if this letter could be inserted into the published record of 
the joint committee hearing. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cart HinsHaw, M. C. 

The Cuamman. Senator, I most assuredly agree with you. 

As I was trying to indicate, we want a thorough report on this 
whole business. ‘That was the only thing I was trying to indicate. 

Of course, we can’t issue a committee report. 

Senator Hicken oorer. Oh, I understood you to say we would make 
a report on the basis of this hearing. 

The Cuamman. Oh, no. I think any member is entitled to make 
any statement he desires on the basis of what he has heard today, but 
as far as the committee acting on the matter, we must complete the 
investigation of the items which you have suggested. 

Senator Hickenvoorer. But just to make this further situation 
clear, I had thought originally of asking Captain Tyler or Chairman 
Dean or Mr. Cole or somebody whether or not they thought that the 
loss of these men had fouled up MeNeil’s contract to the point where 
it made it impossible under the circumstances for him to complete 


it. In view of the fact that there is a hearing going on, and you 
probably hesitate to answer on that matter here at the moment, I 
thought I would not ask you about those matters, because you may 
have to give your judgment on it, unless you are prepared to give 
it at the present time. 

Mr. Tyter. Mr. Cole is leaving tonight for Los Angeles to appear 


before that hearing. 

Commissioner Dean. The single issue in that hearing at the moment 
before the Contract Appeals Board is whether or not the AEC was 
justified in breaking the contract. There is no consideration of dol- 
lars, and the subsequent damage, but they want this determined first, 
and that will be the determination. 

I thing some of what we might say would go to that. 

Senator Anperson. But do you not think, Mr. Dean, when the 
people out there on the job saw that 19 out of 23 of McNeil’s car- 
penters quit and went over to Haddock they should have said, “We 
did not give you a license to take everybody off every other job?” 
It does suggest to me that when an exodus of that kind takes place, 
AEC has some responsibility to say to the cost-plus contractor, “We 
do not like it, and we want you to stop it.” 

I do think you are going to have to do that in the future, or you 
are going to be in trouble on every one of these jobs. 

The Cuarmman. All right, gentlemen. We will be hearing from 
you further. 

Commissioner Dean. I have made a list, here, Mr. Chairman, of 
the various things that the committee members have asked for. We 
will attempt to pull these together. I think they will constitute the 
kind of record you are talking about. 

(Whereupon at 4:15 p. m., Wednesday, January 30, 1952, the hear- 
ing was recessed, subject to the call of the chairman.) 
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APPENDIX A 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR MCMAHON, CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON 
Atomic Enerey, JANvary 31, 1952 


In the past 2 days the press has carried stories concerning exceptionally high 
wage payments made to workers at the Nevada test site of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. These reports are based on certain contract appeal hearings now in 
progress in Los Angeles. In these hearings it was developed that a plumbing 
superintendent received $756 for 1 weeks’ pay and that similar exceptional wage 
payments had been made at the Nevada test site of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion. The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy held a public hearing yesterday 
afternoon in order to determine the facts concerning wage payments at the 
Nevada test site. The facts, as developed in this hearing, are as follows: 

Mr. M. H. Stewart, plumbing superintendent on the control building was paid 
$756 for 123 hours of work during the week of October 16. This is the week 
directly preceding the start of the fall atomic tests at the Nevada test site. 
Mr. Stewart was paid $3.50 per hour, which is the legal minimum established 
by the Department of Labor as required by the Bacon-Davis Act, for plumbing 
superintendents in the Las Vegas area. Double time and only double time was 
paid for all hours worked after 5 p. m. on week days and all hours worked on Sat- 
urday and Sunday. These double-time payments were in accordance with the 
agreements between the construction labor unions and the associated contractors 
in effect in the Las Vegas area. These rates apply on all single-shift operations, 
and construction at the Las Vegas test site as set up as a single shift operation. 
Thus, Mr. Stewart's payments, considering the hours he worked, were the mini- 
mum permitted under the law and the labor union agreements in effect in the 
area at the time. 

The Atomic Energy Commission gives the following reason as a cause for the 
exceptional circumstances which required this plumbing superintendent to work 
123 hours in 1 week. The control building is the nerve center in the operation of 
the Nevada test site. The building construction contract was originally awarded 
to the McNeil Construction Co. of Los Angeles on May 21, on a lump-sum basis, 
as the low bidder. The contract called for completion in 90 days or by August 19. 
Five bids were received for this work. McNeil’s bid was $618,000. This sum was 
subsequently raised to $660,000 as the result of certain additions to and changes 
in the building design. The next lowest bidder submitted $723,000 as its figure, 
and the highest bidder, Haddock Engineers, Ltd., bid $896,000. The successful 
bidder was required to obtain a performance bond. McNeil’s performance bond 
is for slightly over $300,000. On June 22, Haddock Engineers, Ltd., was awarded 
a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract for approximately $6,000,000 to erect certain 
structures required in the shot area for scientific measurements and observa- 
tions. These structures were designed by the scientists in the field, and it was 
therefore impossible to put this work out on lump-sum as no designs were avail- 
able. To further complicate the work of Haddock Engineers, additional tests 
were added to the schedule during the summer of 1951, and these tests called for 
additional structures. In order to complete the job on schedule, Haddock En- 
gineers regularly worked its employees overtime and its workers received over- 
time payments each week. Asa result of these overtime payments, great pressure 
was placed upon lump-sum contractors such as McNeil to pay similar high wages 
on penalty of losing their workers to the cost-plus-fixed-fee contractors. McNeil 
did in effect lose large numbers of his workers to Haddock Engineers. By mid- 
September, McNeil had fallen behind on his construction work to such an extent 
that drastic action was required in order to complete the control building on time. 
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When it became clear on September 24 that McNeil would not have the control 
structures ready for use by bomb testing time, the Commission terminated his 
contract and gave Haddock Engineers, Ltd., the cost-plus-fixed-fee contractor on 
the job, a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract to complete the control point. Under Gov- 
ernment contract law, the Commission was precluded from awarding the cost- 
plus-fixed-fee completion contract to McNeil, for the law specifically states that 
the Government may not alter a contract in favor of a contractor. In view of the 
legal restrictions and McNeil’s unwillingness to pay the necessary overtime rates 
for his own economic reasons, it was decided to award the contract to some other 
firm. Haddock was on the site. There were only 15 days left in which to com- 
plete the structure, and the Commission therefore awarded the cost-plus-fixed-fee 
completion contract to Haddock. The latter in effect took over MeNeil’s labor 
force and added to it, completing the structure in time for the test. Mr. Stewart, 
the plumbing superintendent who received the $756 pay check, was originally an 
employee of McNeil but was on Haddock’s payroll during the week of October 
16 (the week before the tests were scheduled to begin) when he received the 
$756 payment. As plumbing superintendent, he was familiar with details of the 
job; and it was actually cheaper, the Commission testified, to pay overtime 
wages to the plumbing superintendent and the other construction workers on the 
control point than it would have been to have delayed the tests, thereby requiring 
600 scientists and 2,800 Army and Air Force personnel to stand idly by at an 
estimated cost of $30,000 per day, excluding the cost of the Army and Air Force 
personnel. Moreover, if another individual had been called in to relieve Mr. 
Stewart, the new man—under the union contract—would have been paid at the 
same double-time rates, and cost to the Government would have been the same. 

As the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission indicated, this is not a 
situation which the Commission likes or condones; but there was in effect no 
other realistic alternative if the tests were to be carried out on schedule. 

The control point was not fully complete at the time of the first test shot, but 
it was completed to the point where it could be fully utilized for the test. Had- 
dock Engineers finally completed the building after the tests were concluded. 
All of this final completion work following the test was done on a straight-time 
basis. The Commission estimates that it will cost between $50,000 and $100,000 
extra for the completed control building. That is approximately $700,000 to 
$750,000, as opposed to McNeil’s bid of $660,000. This would bring the cost up 
to approximately that of the second lowest bidder and $150,000 to $200,000 below 
that of the highest bidder. 

It should be emphasized that these excessive overtime payments are peculiar 
to the Nevada test site construction program and are not to be found at other 
large Commission installations. The work schedule at Savannah River, for 
example, originally started out on a standard 40-hour week. Because of the 
pressure for completion of this vital national defense project, the schedule has 
now been moved up to 45 hours per week, with the extra 5 hours being paid for at 
time and one-half. There is no double-time overtime at the Savannah project, 
as the local union contracts here call for time and one-half for overtime. At 
Paducah, the standard work schedule is 48 hours per week, with time and one- 
half for overtime for all time in excess of 40 hours being paid at this location. 
In both of these plants, a three-shift schedule is provided for in the union con- 
tract, so that overtime is not normally paid for work after 5 o'clock, There is a 
premium for second- and third-shift work that amounts to 8 hours pay for 7% 
or 7 hours work. The Commission said that this, too, is a standard construction 
industry procedure. 

At one sensitive AEC project in the Middle West, whose completion has been 
delayed by engineering and other difficulties, a 54-hour week schedule is being 
used in an effort to make up lost time. Each of these facilities forms a link in 
the chain of production of atomic weapons; and delays in completion of any of 
the links delay the production of atomic weapons. The Commission measures 
the cost of these delays against the cost of overtime payments at a particular 
project in determining how much overtime should be paid at a specific project 
which is behind schedule. : 

With regard to the charges that the cost-plus-fixed-fee contractor pirated 
labor from the lump-sum contractor, it is worth pointing out that there were 
several other lump-sum contractors on the Nevada test site in addition to the 
NeNeil company. One of these contractors built the important power generating 
facilities. This contractor completed his job in time for the tests, and AEC 
has advised that during the week of October 16 he paid two of his electrical 
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foremen in excess of $700 per week in order to complete his job on schedule, 
In his case, it was also necessary to carry out certain final completion work 
after the tests had taken place; but here again the facility was usable in time 
to make the test schedule. This contractor received no extra payments from 
the Commission. The same is true of several other lump-sum contractors who 
got their facilities into usable condition in time for the test and added the 
final finishing details after the tests were completed. The Commission’s reason 
for canceling NcNeil’s contract was not that he failed to have his structure com- 
pleted within the 90-day schedule or even within the 125-day revised schedule, 
but rather that he refused for his own economic reasons to speed up work suffi- 
ciently to insure that the control building would be usable in time for the 
tests. He thus failed to do what the other lump-sum contractors did in fact 
do, in spite of the competition from the cost-plus-fixed-fee contractor. 

The joint committee has requested a full report from the Atomic Energy 
Commission concerning all overtime payments on construction at the Nevada 
test site, together with a report concerning overtime wage payments at all 
other major construction sites. The joint committee plans to continue to study 
this matter until all facets have been exhaustively explored. 

In connection with press allegations as to the burning of $30,000 worth of 
form lumber at the Nevada test site, AEC advises that when Haddock Engineers 
took over the McNeil contract, they found the construction area around the 
control building practically unusable due to the trash and lumber strewn about 
the area. Haddock surveyed the area with the architect-engineer, Holmes and 
Narver, together with local AEC representatives, aud all three agreed that the 
debris (including quantities of used form lumber) should be gathered up and 
burned in order to clear the site for more efficient access to the area. The Com- 
mission maintains that no individual or group of individuals at this time or ut 
that time were able to agree upon the value of this lumber. 

Further investigation is now being made by the joint committee. 
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The material in the appendix that follows consists exclusively of 
apers from the unclassified files of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
tnergy. All information set forth has been officially determined to 

be unclassified. 


A DIRECTIVE FROM THE CHAIRMAN 


This appendix is printed in accordance with the request set forth 
in the following letter from Senator McMahon, chairman of the joint 


committee : 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
February 15, 1952. 
Mr. WILLIAM L. Borpen, 
Baeecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear BILL: In listening to the testimony about the plumber who made $756 
in 1 week working at the Nevada test site, the idea came to me that it might be 
helpful to the Congress if the published record of the testimony could be supple- 
mented by an appendix which sets forth papers taken straight from the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy unclassified files concerning some of the similar or 
parallel problems which we have investigated. 

I appreciate that many of the items that might be most illustrative and inter- 
esting are classified and therefore could not be published. I also appreciate that 
many of the unclassified items do not lend themselves to publication for various 
reasons, such as compromising the identity of certain sources. 

However, I wish you would pick out typical cases among the hundreds which 
our unclassified files contain and have them printed as an appendix. I have no 
objection if some of the papers are relatively informal, since I think it might be 
of interest to the Congress to have available first-hand examples of how the joint 
committee has functioned as regards specific episodes involving complaints of 
extravagance, injustice, improper administrative practice, and the like. 

Since the joint committee is charged with responsibility for considering mat- 
ters of the highest policy and broad problems that go to the root of our atome 
preparedness, it has not been easy to explore in addition the hundreds and indeed 
thousands of specific inquiries and complaints and “leads.” Nevertheless, count- 
less man-days have been devoted by the committee and by its staff to this latter 
phase of committee responsibility, and I am desirous that the public record as 
to this phase be expanded. 


Sincerely yours, 
Brien McManon, Chairman, 


GOVERNMENT EQUIPMENT AT PADUCAH 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND ForESTRY, 
January 30, 1952. 
Hon. Brien MCMAHON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Suite No. F-88, United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator McManon: I am enclosing herewith a letter which IT have 
received from [Mr. X—actual name and address withheld] Paducah, Ky., and a 
telegram from [Mr. Y—actual name and address withheld] Paducah, Ky., con- 
cerning certain activities at the atomic-energy plant at Paducah. I have been 
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authorized to make this information available to your committee. I shall appre- 
ciate your looking into this matter, and when you have further information I 
should like to be advised. 
I should like to have the enclosed material returned for my files after it has 
served its purpose. 
Sincerely yours, 
JaMEs P. Kem. 





JANUARY 4, 1952. 


Dear Senator Kem: I am writing you some facts, and things that go on 
here at the AEC plant in the Kentucky area. I am a construction worker on this 
plant. One does not have to wonder why we pay the high taxes we do. When 
you work on some of these jobs and I may state I have worked on them for 
the last 12 years. I will state my facts to you and this is only one of the inany, 
that goes on here which has not one thing to do with national defense program. 
You may know that, that we have had a bad ice storm in this area. And at 
times the electric power has been off. 

Now: When three electricians and two AEC or Government trucks spend one- 
half day at the taxpayer’s expense to move a 5-killowat portable power unit to 
one of the F. H. McGraw’s high official's home so he may have power, that really 
is something. The F. H. McGraw Co. is the prime contractor on this ABC job 
in the Paducah, Ky., area. I will also state that these men worked 1% hours 
overtime at double time on this particular job. I am sending this letter to my 
father at [place name withheld] who will remail it to you. I know that way you 
will receive it. I can get sworn statements from these men who did this job. 
And wonder what action will be taken on your part. I know that if this is 
broken out in the open that I would no longer have a job with this company 
but will take my chances on that. 

Yours truly, 
[Mr. X] 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
February 8, 1952. 
Hon. James P. Kem, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR Kem: You wrote to me on January 30, 1952, regarding charges 
of irregularities at the Atomic Energy Commission plant near Paducah, Ky. 

The charges, as reported to you by [Mr. X] and [Mr. Y] were to the effect that 
Government equipment was transported to McGraw officials’ homes for their 
personal use and that, for those services, plant-construction employees were 
paid overtime. Your letter arrived in the February 1 mail, and, on February 2, 
I had a staff investigator en route to Paducah to explore every aspect of this 
matter. He has reported to me as follows: 

On January 2, 1952, normal activities throughout Paducah and McCracken 
County, Ky., were suspended as a result of an ice storm. Electric power had 
been put out of order, and most telephones were inoperative. It was necessary 
to close down building operations at the atomic-energy plant site. 

The electric-power failure lasted about 2 days at the plant site and about 4 
to 5 days in the case of residential consumers. Homes hating electrically 
controlled heating systems were without heat; and many families, especially 
those with small children, had no choice but to move out of their houses to 
places where heat was available. 

During the period of electrical and heating systems failures, it was necessary 
that the three top officials of the prime contractor, F. H. McGraw & Co., be on 
24-hour emergency duty in order to safeguard plant property. (The McGraw 
Co. is alone responsible to the Government for protection of property at the 
Paducah plant site.) The three responsible officials are: 

Fred J. Mayo, project manager and vice president of F. H. McGraw & Co.; 
Jack Tearney, general electrical superintendent for McGraw; and J. M. Curlee, 
assistant deputy project manager (for construction matters). 

Each of these men was on emergency call, and each spent the better part of 
24 hours at the plant in an effort to effect a resumption of electrical service. 
Likewise, each of these men has a family, including small children, and their 
houses, too, were without lights or heat; but they did have phone service. 





42 WAGE PAYMENTS AT NEVADA TEST SITE 


It became apparent that if these men were to be available during the emergency 
created by the ice storm, they would require some means, such as a portable 
power unit, whereby they could put their electrically controlled furnaces back 
into operation. Failing this, the 24-hour services of these men would have been 
lost because of the necessity that they evacuate their families from homes at 
freezing temperatures. 

Three portable power-generating units were sent to the homes of the men men- 
tioned above. Those workmen who performed the labor were paid overtime for 
part of the job. The equipment used was project equipment. However, the 
general electrical superintendent of F. H. McGraw & Co. was instructed before- 
hand to keep accurate records of all labor and equipment, so that the prime 
contractor could make full reimbursement to the Government for all charges. 
This was done, and payment has already been made. 

All equipment used by F. H. McGraw & Co. is rented to that company by the 
Government. The workmen who took part in installing the generators are F. H. 
McGraw & Co. employees. The total cost of labor and equipment (some $500, 
including overhead charges) has been paid by the company on a nonreimbursable 
basis out of its own funds. 

My investigators contacted [Mr. Y], Paducah, Ky., and officials of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and F. H. McGraw & Co., in making his inquires. * * 

If you desire further details on this matter, I'll be pleased to make Soe 
available. 
Sincerely yours, 
Brien McManon, Chairman. 


ALLEGED LAND SPECULATION AT PADUCAH 


ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 21, 1951. 
lion. BrreEN McMAnON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear SenaToR MCMAHON: Reference is made to your letter of March 13, in 
which you raised a question regarding alleged land speculation and unusual 
interest in the liquor business in the vicinity of the atomic energy project near 
laducah, Ky. Copies of your letter and attachments were made available to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for any investigation believed warranted. 

In view of our submission of this matter to the FBI for investigation, and also 
because of the nature of the subject matter, our Oak Ridge office has confined 
its examination to a limited and discreet inquiry which has revealed the following 
information: 

The first inspection of the Kentucky Ordnance Works plant, which is the site 
of the project, was made by representatives of the Oak Ridge operations office 
on September 8, 1950. This site location was approved by the Commission on 
October 18, 1950, and the information was released to the public on December 
15, 1950. 

The district engineer, Corps of Engineers, Louisville, Ky., was requested to 
make an analysis of land transfer from the time of disposal by the Government 
until it was repurchased by the Government. He has advised that this examina- 
tion has revealed no evidence of speculation in land acquired for the project. 
His report states that public records indicate that only three resales were con- 
sulmmated in 1950, and that the last transfer of property occurring prior to the 
present acquisition was completed on October 31, 1950. He further estimated 
that the over-all average cost of the land acquired by the Government was ap- 
proximately $86 per acre, which we believe to be about the the average value of 
all land both on and adjacent to the project site immediately prior to the Decem- 
ber 15 announcement. 

From well-informed real estate sources in Paducah we were unable to learn 
of any changes of ownership of land in the immediate vicinity of the site from 
October 1 through December 15, 1950. We are, however, searching county records 
for such information at the present time. Since December 15, there has been 
considerable interest in the land next to the site. A parcel of land consisting of 
45.5 acres was purchased at a cost of $10,563 by an operator for the relocation of 
250 Oak Ridge prefabricated housing units. Another tract of land, consisting of 
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50 acres more or less, adjacent to the site has been quoted and is now under 
option for $10,000 and another tract of land of 140 acres has been offered for sale 
at $150 per acre. With regard to land bordering the site and the allegation that 
the value of this land has increased from $100 to $1,000 per acre, comparison of 
the above values with the over-all average value of land acquired for the project 
site tends to indicate that the increase in value for lands adjacent to the site 
has averaged about $100 an acre. 

Concerning the question of multiple options, we understand that two parties 
claim option on one parcel of land adjacent to the site but this could not be con- 
firmed because options are not normally recorded in MacCracken County. 

Upon inquiry, Mr. John Kirksey, Administrator of the Distilled Spirits Unit 
of the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control and a member of the Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Board for Kentucky, stated that there was no unusual interest 
in the liquor business in MacCracken County prior to December 15, 1950,«as 
implied in the news item appearing in the Louisville Times on April 7. We also 
understand that there were no licenses issued for the sale of alcoholic beverages in 
MacCracken County from October 1 to December 15, 1950; that two applications 
for transfer of licenses were made on January 26 and January 29, 1951, respec- 
tively, and that both of these applications were made by local citizens of good 
character, and were approved on March 1, 1951. 

If any significant developments bearing on this matter are brought to our 
attention we will advise your office accordingly. 

Sincerely yours, 
Unttrep States ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Gorpon Dean, Chairman. 


A LABOR COMPLAINT ABOUT PADUCAH 


Feervary 11, 1952. 


Memorandum to the files. 
From: William J. Bergin, Joint Committee Staff. 
Subject: Complaint about Paducah labor. 

On a trip to Paducah to check upon various matters, I got in touch with Mr. X 
[actual name and address withheld] regarding a complaint he had made about 
labor conditions at the AEC Paducah site. Mr. X's complaints were: 

(1) “A man that works there [in Paducah] told me that someone turned 
over a keg of nails, the boss called a federation man to pick them up, and 
they called the carpenters off, some 600 of them.” 

(2) “Another worker said a big bunch of workers would punch the time 
elock and wait for hours in a large room till another bunch would come in 
and they would go to work and the other gang would do the same.” 

I identified myself to Mr. X's satisfaction and asked him if he would identify 
the men referred to in his complaint, so that I could make a complete and specific 
inquiry regarding the allegations, I promised their identities would be kept in 
closest confidence. Mr. X replied he didn’t remember who had told him those 
things, and in fact he had heard them while with a group in a filling station in 
the city where he lives in Illinois. He wasn’t sure whether one or two persons 
had actually made the statements about which he wrote. 

At the AEC plant site near Paducah, Ky., | conferred with Mr. Will Hay, Chief 
of the Personnel Branch, which office includes responsibility for labor relations. 
He advised me that as to item (1) mentioned above, there was no record of a 
carpenters’ strike because of such an occurrence or even that such an occurrence 
had ever taken place. 

As to item (2) above, what Mr. X referred to apparently took place at a shift 
change. Many employees on the second shift arrive early to get advantageous 
parking places and also to visit with other project workers on the same duty 
tour, punch in, and wait until the shift actually changes before going to work. 
Pay for these workers does not begin until the hour their shift is scheduled 
to start. 

It seems possible that the “other gang” were employees who arrived at the job 
a short time before starting work. This would account for one group of workers 
waiting around “till another bunch would come in.” 

w. J. B. 
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It became apparent that if these men were to be available during the emergency 
created by the ice storm, they would require some means, such as a portable 
power unit, whereby they could put their electrically controlled furnaces back 
into operation. Failing this, the 24-hour services of these men would have been 
lost because of the necessity that they evacuate their families from homes at 
freezing temperatures. 

Three portable power-generating units were sent to the homes of the men men- 
tioned above. Those workmen who performed the labor were paid overtime for 
part of the job. The equipment used was project equipment. However, the 
general electrical superintendent of F. H. McGraw & Co. was instructed before- 
hand to keep accurate records of all labor and equipment, so that the prime 
contractor could make full reimbursement to the Government for all charges. 
This was done, and payment has already been made. 

All equipment used by F. H. McGraw & Co. is rented to that company by the 
Government. The workmen who took part in installing the generators are F. H. 
McGraw & Co. employees. The total cost of labor and equipment (some $500, 
including overhead charges) has been paid by the company on a nonreimbursable 
basis out of its own funds. 

My investigators contacted [Mr. Y], Paducah, Ky., and officials of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and F. H. McGraw & Co., in making his inquires. * * 

If you desire further details on this matter, I'll be pleased to make Prdan 
available. 
Sincerely yours, 
Brien McManon, Chairman. 





ALLEGED LAND SPECULATION AT PADUCAH 


ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 21, 1951. 
lion. Brien McMAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
Congress of the United States. 


Dear SENATOR MCMAHON: Reference is made to your letter of March 13, in 
which you raised a question regarding alleged land speculation and unusual 
interest in the liquor business in the vicinity of the atomic energy project near 
Paducah, Ky. Copies of your letter and attachments were made available to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for any investigation believed warranted. 

In view of our submission of this matter to the FBI for investigation, and also 
because of the nature of the subject matter, our Oak Ridge office has confined 
its examination to a limited and discreet inquiry which has revealed the following 
information: 

The first inspection of the Kentucky Ordnance Works plant, which is the site 
of the project, was made by representatives of the Oak Ridge operations office 
on September 8, 1950. This site location was approved by the Commission on 
October 18, 1950, and the information was released to the public on December 

‘The district engineer, Corps of Engineers, Louisville, Ky., was requested to 
make an analysis of land transfer from the time of disposal by the Government 
until it was repurchased by the Government. He has advised that this examina- 
tion has revealed no evidence of speculation in land acquired for the project. 
His report states that public records indicate that only three resales were con- 
sulmmated in 1950, and that the last transfer of property occurring prior to the 
present acquisition was completed on October 31, 1950. He further estimated 
that the over-all average cost of the land acquired by the Government was ap- 
proximately $86 per acre, which we believe to be about the the average value of 
all land both on and adjacent to the project site immediately prior to the Decem- 
ber 15 announcement. 

From well-informed real estate sources in Paducah we were unable to learn 
of any changes of ownership of land in the immediate vicinity of the site from 
October 1 through December 15, 1950. We are, however, searching county records 
for such information at the present time. Since December 15, there has been 
considerable interest in the land next to the site. A parcel of land consisting of 
45.5 acres was purchased at a cost of $10,563 by an operator for the relocation of 
250 Oak Ridge prefabricated housing units, Another tract of land, consisting of 
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50 acres more or less, adjacent to the site has been quoted and is now under 
option for $10,000 and another tract of land of 140 acres has been offered for sale 
at $150 per acre. With regard to land bordering the site and the allegation that 
the value of this land has increased from $100 to $1,000 per acre, comparison of 
the above values with the over-all average value of land acquired for the project 
site tends to indicate that the increase in value for lands adjacent to the site 
has averaged about $100 an acre. 

Concerning the question of multiple options, we understand that two parties 
claim option on one parcel of land adjacent to the site but this could not be con- 
firmed because options are not normally recorded in MacCracken County. 

Upon inquiry, Mr. John Kirksey, Administrator of the Distilled Spirits Unit 
of the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control and a member of the Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Board for Kentucky, stated that there was no unusual interest 
in the liquor business in MacCracken County prior to December 15, 1950, as 
implied in the news item appearing in the Louisville Times on April 7. We also 
understand that there were no licenses issued for the sale of alcoholic beverages in 
MacCracken County from October 1 to December 15, 1950; that two applications 
for transfer of licenses were made on January 26 and January 29, 1951, respec- 
tively, and that both of these applications were made by local citizens of good 
character, and were approved on March 1, 1951. 

If any significant developments bearing on this matter are brought to our 
attention we will advise your office accordingly. 

Sincerely yours, 
Unirep States AtoMIc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Gorvon Dean, Chairman. 


A LABOR COMPLAINT ABOUT PADUCAH 


Ferrvary 11, 1952. 


Memorandum to the files. 
From: William J. Bergin, Joint Committee Staff. 
Subject: Complaint about Paducah labor. 

On a trip to Paducah to check upon various matters, I got in touch with Mr. X 
{factual name and address withheld] regarding a complaint he had made about 
labor conditions at the AEC Paducah site. Mr. X’s complaints were: 

(1) “A man that works there [in Paducah] told me that someone turned 
over a keg of nails, the boss called a federation man to pick them up, and 
they called the carpenters off, some 600 of them.” 

(2) “Another worker said a big bunch of workers would punch the time 
elock and wait for hours in a large room till another bunch would come in 
and they would go to work and the other gang would do the same.” 

I identified myself to Mr. X’s satisfaction and asked him if he would identify 
the men referred to in his complaint, so that 1 could make a complete and specific 
inquiry regarding the allegations. I promised their identities would be kept in 
closest confidence. Mr. X replied he didn’t remember who had told him those 
things, and in fact he had heard them while with a group in a filling station in 
the city where he lives in Illinois. He wasn’t sure whether one or two persons 
had actually made the statements about which he wrote. 

At the AEC plant site near Paducah, Ky., | conferred with Mr. Will Hay, Chief 
of the Personnel Branch, which office includes responsibility for labor relations. 
He advised me that as to item (1) mentioned above, there was no record of a 
carpenters’ strike because of such an occurrence or even that such an occurrence 
had ever taken place. 

As to item (2) above, what Mr. X referred to apparently took place at a shift 
change. Many employees on the second shift arrive early to get advantageous 
parking places and also to visit with other project workers on the same duty 
tour, punch in, and wait until the shift actually changes before going to work. 
Pay for these workers does not begin until the hour their shift is scheduled 
to start. 

It seems possible that the “other gang” were employees who arrived at the job 
a short time before starting work. This would account for one group of workers 
waiting around “till another bunch would come in.” 

Ww. J. iB. 
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ANOTHER PADUCAH EPISODE 


NoveMBER 5, 1951. 
Memorandum 


To: Mr. Borden (staff director). 
From: W. A. Hamilton (joint committee staff). 
Subject : Allegations concerning Paducah project. 


As you know, the joint committee received allegations concerning wages, 
working conditions, and material receipt handling procedures on the F. H. 
McGraw & Co., job for the Atomic Energy Commission at Paducah, Ky., on 
November 1, 1951. During an inspection visit to this site on November 3 and 4, 
it was possible to make certain inquiries concerning the allegations, although 
in no case were the charges accompanied by information concerning the workers 
said to be involved, or the date on which the incidents described took place. 

The allegations received by the joint committee, together with findings, are 
as follows: 

1. An iron worker received $78 in one 12-hour day. 


This was checked against wage rates. Ironworkers on this job receive $2.50 
per hour, as established by the Department of the Interior and the area wage 
agreement. They get double time on Saturday. It would be extremely abnormal 
for an ironworker to put in more than 8 hours on a Saturday, for which work he 
would receive $40. It is possible, however, that if the ironworker were assigned to 
reinforcing steel work, he might find himself on a job involving a concrete pour 
which started as early as 3 a. m. on a Saturday and which might have run as 
high as 15 or more hours. In such an event, the ironworker could have earned 
as much as $78. 

2. A new lumberyard employee spent his first day riding around the project, 
doing nothing, and getting double-time pay. 

Since necessary equipment is completely utilized during daylight hours, all 
lumber movement between the central yards and area yards is carried out at 
night. Accordingly, a new employee could not perform his job at night if he 
had not had some opportunity during daylight hours to see where the areas were 
and how they were laid out. The double-time pay allegedly received would be 
normal for Saturday, a regular workday on some parts of the project during 
certain construction periods. It is impossible to give a more complete explana- 
tion of the alleged episode without the name and actual job assignment of the 
individual involved. 

3. A trucker delivered some large tanks to the project. Delivery-handling 
procedures were unnecessarily disorganized, men were observed loafing, 
and the large portable crane used to unload the truck was being misused. 

Mix-ups in unloading schedules sometimes do occur. If the load arrived late 
or in some other manner off-schedule in either time or location, a certain amount 
of confusion would be likely. Because of an absence of loads requiring their 
particular skills, crews at warehouses are not always fully occupied at all 
times. Union regulations with regard to handling procedure are quite defi- 
nite. Even if the crane described was larger than necessary for the job, 
AEC points out that it was being utilized rather than standing idle, waiting for 
an optimum load, with the consequent necessity of having smaller specialized 
eranes for small loads. The actual case cannot be checked without having one 
of the following items: Trucker’s name or firm name; exact character of the 
load delivered ; or the actual day of delivery. 


AN INVESTIGATION AT PADUCAH 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
September 21, 1951. 
Representative A (actual name withheld), 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear CONGRESSMAN: Through my committee staff I have been closely follow- 
ing the situation as to Messrs. X and Y [actual names withheld]. 
The former gentleman advanced three main sets of allegations: That he 
personally was being discriminated against; that security is not being properly 
handled; and that there existed various improper practices even involving dis- 
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honesty. It was as a result of your original letter to me that we became aware 
of his charges; as a matter of fact, as soon as I saw the letter, I had two of my 
men go immediately to Mr. X and they talked with him throughout a whole 
evening. Since that time, literally hundreds of man-hours have been expended 
in investigating and checking upon the serious charges; that is, the charges of 
poor security and improper practices. 

As far as I can tell to date, after what, believe me, has been really a thorough 
inquiry, the serious charges cannot be substantiated except as to certain details, 
namely a theft case involving $30 worth of material. Even as to this case, we 
had known that the FBI was investigating such a matter. We had also known, 
prior to contacting Mr. X, of certain irregularities in procurement procedure 
and the corrective steps being taken. The latter problem, incidentally, did not 
appear to involve any illegal money profit to any individual. 

This leaves us, then, with the charges of personal discrimination against Mr. 
X himself. Of course, in a project as big as the atomic enterprise, with 100,000 
full-time employees, hundreds of firings, dismissals, job terminations, etc., take 
place each year. It is pretty tough to look into any one case with sufficient 
thoroughness to come up with a considered judgment. 

I think it is important to stress that Mr. X, as well as Mr. Y, is an em- 
ployee not of the Atomic Energy Commission but of a private contractor, to wit, 
the McGraw Co. Furthermore, X, I understand, voluntarily resigned his 
prior employment with AEC in order to go with McGraw at a considerable in- 
crease in salary. 

It has always been a basic AEC policy that employees of contractors in the 
project are considered to be not Government employees at all, but in the same 
position as any member of a purely private industrial firm. The only conditions 
are that AEC be able to run a security check on the contractor employees per- 
forming atomic work and that also the AEC be allowed to veto the employment of 
an individual having a certain degree of authority and salary. From AEC’s 
viewpoint, therefore, this fracas is a matter between the contractor, F. H. 
McGraw, and X himself. 

I am told that Messrs. X and Y are entirely free to apply for AEC employ- 
ment or for civil-service employment. I know that at least X is a veteran, and 
this would be a favorable factor in his chances of working for the Government 
if he wishes to do so. Thus I think it just cannot be said that there is any black- 
listing within the Federal set-up. 

The situation as to the MeGraw Co. and private firms in the construction 
industry may or may not be different. Of that I have no knowledge, but I might 
mention again that, as far as AEC policy is concerned, McGraw and its employees 
are exactly in the position of any ordinary company doing business on its own 
and in its own way. 

I am grateful to you for contacting me about Mr. X because we cannot 
afford to leave any lead unexplored and unexamined. I would also be interested 
to know of new developments in this case that may come to your attention and 
which might bear on what I have said. 

I much hope that this letter will be useful to you in considering the case, and if 
you have any further comments, naturally I would welcome receiving them. 

Sincerely yours, 
Brien McManon, Chairman. 


AN EXCHANGE ON HOUSING 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
August 27, 1951. 
Mr. Raymonp M. Forey, 
Administrator, Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
Washington, D. OC. 

Dear Mr. Fotey: The continued serious shortages of housing and community 
facilities created by the location of Atomic Energy Commission projects at the 
Savannah River and Paducah areas impresses me as cause for real concern. 
Frankly I am disappointed that the measures already taken seem not to be pro- 
ducing the needed results, particularly as regards permanent housing. 

For the use of the Joint Committee on Atomie Energy I would greatly appreci- 
ate a succinct but comprehensive report on how soon and in what specific ways 
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the Defense Housing Act will be utilized by your Agency to contribute toward 
the solution of these problems. 

I would likewise appreciate your estimate, in the report, as to the likelihood of 
success in the new measures you will undertake and a summary of any further 
measures you could later adopt under existing law in case the initial steps turn 
out to be inadequate. 

Thank you very much indeed for this assistance. 

With kindest regards, 


Sincerely yours, 
Brten McManon, Chairman. 





HovusiNG AND HoMe FINANCE AGENCY, 
' OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., September 11, 1951. 
Hon. Brren McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR MCMAHON: This is in response to your letter of August 27, re- 
questing a report on the manner in which the Defense Housing and Community 
Facilities and Services Act of 1951 will be utilized toward the solution of the 
housing problem at the Savannah River and Paducah installations of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

First, I would like to indicate the character of the housing problem created at 
those two sites and to review the steps which we have already taken in an effort 
to provide a partial solution. When requested by the Atomic Energy Commission 
to assist with the housing at Savannah River and Paducah, I sent a special 
representative to each area to make a survey of the need for housing and related 
facilities. These surveys disclosed that at least 3,600 permanent living units 
at Savannah River and 1,000 units at Paducah would be necessary to house the 
eventual operating force. It also became clear that there would be a need for 
a substantial number of temporary dwelling accommodations at both places to 
house temporary construction workers and their families. These surveys further 
revealed that the full housing needs at these sites could not be fully satisfied 
without substantial additions to the basic community facilities such as schools, 
hospitals, water supply, sewers, streets, and roads. 

Aa result of these surveys it also became clear that existing authorities would 
be inadequate to provide a complete and satisfactory solution to the problems. 
No suthority existed, except that of the Atomic Energy Commission, for the 
provision of temporary housing. There was no authority to assist the local 
communities in the construction of the required community facilities. Even the 
Government’s peacetime housing programs were ill-adapted to induce the private 
production of the type of housing needed at the two installations. These limita- 
tions on our authority were communicated to the Chairman Gordon Dean of the 
Atomic Energy Commission in my letter of January 22, 1951, at which time I 
told him that if we were to be expected to work out an effective solution to the 
housing problems at Savannah River and Paducah we would need many of the 
authorities contained in the then pending defense housing and community facili- 
ties and services bill. 

Pending passage of the bill, however, we took every step within our authority 
to assist in the provision of the needed housing at the two atomic energy in- 
stallations. With the concurrence of the Federal Reserve Board, the credit 
restrictions were relaxed in order to assist in the production of the volume of 
permanent housing which could be supported by the existing community facili- 
ties in each area. In addition, the funds of the second advance planning pro- 
gram were made available to communities in the two areas to assist them, in- 
sofar as the limited funds would permit, to plan the needed community facilities. 

That our efforts so far have been of only limited effectiveness is due not 
only to the inadequacy of our basic authorities but also to the severe shortage 
of mortgage funds which has developed in the private market during the past 
few months. This shortage of long-term financing has held up many builders 
in both areas who had received FHA mortgage insurance commitments under 
the relaxed credit terms and were ready to start construction. 

As you know, the defense housing and community facilities and services bill 
became law on September 1. In addition to providing the new authorities which 
were needed to cope with a housing and community facilities problem such 
as that at Savannah River and Paducah, this law also authorized the Federal 
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National Mortgage Association to commit to purchase up to $200,000,000 of 
mortgages for defense and disaster housing. 

Pursuant to this last authority the FNMA has already earmarked sufficient 
funds to assure a 100 percent purchase of mortgages on all housing programed 
at Savannah River and Paducah. This action will immediately remove the 
financing obstacles which have stood in the way of the construction of the 
housing already programmed at the two locations. As a further incentive, we 
have just taken action to lift the credit curbs completely from all previously 
programmed housing. This action will mean no liberalization of terms on pro- 
grammed rental housing because the previous relaxation had reached the statu- 
tory maximum. However, the terms on programmed sales housing will be further 
liberalized by this action. 

The new law authorizes a liberalized program of FHA mortgage insurance 
for defense rental housing which will provide much greater incentive to private 
builders to produce the type of housing needed. The law also provides au- 
thority, and a limited authorization, for the construction by the Government 
of temporary and permanent housing for defense workers as well as for loans 
and grants to assist localities to construct the necessary community facilities 
such as water, sewers, roads, streets and hospitals. When these authorities 
have been implemented by the necessary administrative appropriations this 
Agency and the Federal Security Agency, which has responsibility for certain 
of the community facilities, will be in a position to provide much more effective 
assistance in Savannah River and Paducah than we have been in a position 
to do up until now. 

An Executive order is now being drafted which will identify the respective 
responsibilities of the Housing and Heme Finance Agency and the Federal 
Security Agency for community facilities under the new law. At the same 
time, budget requests for the necessary administrative expenses are in prep- 
aration and will be submitted to the Congress in a few days. In the meantime 
members of my staff will be working with the staff of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission for the purpose of planning the specific actions which should be taken 
as soon as the authorities in the new law can be utilized. In general the steps 
which will be taken as soon as the new authorities become effective are (1) 
the utilization of the liberalized mortgage insurance provided in the law to 
stimulate the production of the needed volume of permanent rental housing units 
at the two installations; and (2) the utilization of the authorities contained 
in title LII of the law to assist the communities to expand their utilities and 
other facilities and for the construction by the Government of such temporary 
housing as may be needed and as the authorization provided by the Congress 
will permit. 

If the authorities contained in the new law are adequately funded by the Con- 
gress, I believe it will be possible for this Agency and the Federal Security 
Agency to begin soon to provide adequate solutions to the pressing housing and 
related problems which now exist in Savannah-and Paducah as a result of the 
activities of the Atomic Energy Commission. Please be assured of my full 
cooperation with both the Atomic Energy Commission and with your committee 
in this vital matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
RAYMOND M. Foirey, Administrator. 


MISCONDUCT AT SAVANNAH RIVER 


Unrrep STATES Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 23, 1951. 
Mr. WILLIAM Borpen, 
Executive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear Mr. BorveN: Reference is made to the request from Mr. Bergin of your 
staff for a list of individuals who were officially notified of the selection of our 
Savannah River plant site prior to public announcement on November 28, 1950. 

As we informed you in our letter of November 28, 1950, many Government 
agencies participated with the Atomic Energy Commission and its contractor, 
the du Pont Co., in collecting data on the various sites considered throughout 
the country. As a consequence, many individuals within these agencies became 
aware of the various sites under consideration, both in the initial stage of 
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selection and in the final stages as additional data were requested on particular 
sites. All the individuals in the agencies contacted by the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission or its contractor were informed of the necessity for keeping the Com- 
mission’s interest in particular sites a confidential matter. It can be presumed 
that this admonition was extended by the persons we contacted to their subordi- 
nates, insofar as was necessary. The agencies who rendered assistance along 
these lines are as follows: 
1. Corps of Engineers: 

(a) Office of Chief of Engineers 

(b) Division and District Engineers 
2. Department of Interior: 

(a) Geological Survey 

(b) Division of Water and Power 

(c) Fish and Wildlife Service 
3. Department of Commerce: 

(a) United States Coast and Geodetic Survey 
(>) Weather Bureau 

. Department of Labor 
. Federal Housing Administration 
. Military Liaison Committee 
. Department of Agriculture 

Du Pont representatives also met with representatives of the Southeastern 
Power Administration, the State geologist of South Carolina, and representa- 
tives of the South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., with particular respect to the 
South Carolina location. However, during these meetings, we understand that 
du Pont’s interest was represented as being in a plant of their own and no 
reference was made to the Commission's interest. During September of 1950 
core borings were made on the South Carolina site under the auspices of the 
Corps of Engineers, South Atlantic Division, to ascertain subsoil conditions at 
the site. Again the Commission had requested that its interest in this endeavor 
not be made known. 

On November 10, 1950, the assistant general manager of the explosives depart- 
ment in the du Pont organization specifically recommended the Savannah River 
site to the Director of Production by letter. On November 15, our Site Review 
Committee met with representatives of the du Pont Co. and discussed the char- 
acteristics of the new site and du Pont’s recommendation of it. On the same day, 
November 13, the chairman of the Miiltary Liaison Committee was notified of the 
recommended site by letter. 

On November 20 the Commission’s Reactor Safeguard Committee met the du 
Pont representatives and discussed the characteristics of the proposed site. 
Also, on November 20, the Commission and some of the principal AEC Washing- 
ton staff met with the Site Review Committee and discussed the Committee's 
recommendation of the site. 

On November 22, the Commission met the representatives of the du Pont Co. 
in Washington and discussed du Pont’s recommendation on site selection. The 
Commissioners indicated general acceptance of the recommendation; however, 
certain of the Commissioners indicated an interest in actually viewing the site 
before final action on the du Pont recommendation was taken. Accordingly, 
it was agreed that final Commission action would be deferred until November 27 
following actual inspection of the site by Commissioners Smyth and Glennan. 

On November 22 and 24, respectively, the Chief of Engineers and some of his 
assistants and an Assistant Secretary of Agriculture and a few of his assistants 
were advised of the fact that du Pont had recommended the Savannah River 
site and they were asked to make tentative plans for assisting the Commission 
and its contractor in the event the site was approved. 

Although Commissioners Smyth and Glennan, together with the chairman and 
several other representatives of the Military Liaison Committee, visited the 
site on Sunday, November 26, on an inspection tour, it is not believed that this 
trip revealed any AEC interest in the site. The trip between Washington and 
the Augusta airport was made by Army plane and the tour of the site was made 
without ostentation in automobiles bearing ordinary license plates and driven 
by Atomic Energy Commission chauffeurs. 

On November 27, the Commission met and formally approved the site selection. 
Up to this point the Commission and its contractor, du Pont, made every effort 
to keep information of the potential site selection confidential within their or- 
ganizations and with respect to various people who had been contacted, and, 
who of necessity, obtained advance information on the probable location of the 
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new plant. Prior to announcement, a substantial number of du Pont employees, 
members of the Commission’s Washington staff and the Commission’s Savannah 
River Office had been involved in studying and evaluating recommended sites or 
in related work and were aware of the fact that the South Carolina location had 
finally been recommended. 

Due to the considerable interest which this project had generated and the 
many inquiries the Commission had received regarding site selection, the Com- 
mission considered it appropriate to give advance notice to certain congressional 
and Government agency officials of the fact that the site selection would probably 
soon be announced. Between November 24 and 28, therefore, several Senators 
and Congressmen as well as the heads of several key Government agencies were 
advised of the du Pont recommendation; of the fact that final Commission ac- 
tion would probably be taken shortly; and that an early public announcement 
of the site selection would probably be made. In addition, on the morning of 
November 28, prior to the noon press release announcing the site selection, addi- 
tional interested Government officials including members of the joint committee, 
the South Carolina congressional delegation, a portion of the Georgia congres- 
sional delegation, as well as heads of a number of Government agencies in- 
volved in the site selection who would be asked to participate in site problems, 
were informed by letter of the selection. 

Meanwhile, beginning November 26, certain of the Commission officials who 
were to supervise the project locally, traveled to Augusta where they were 
housed in hotel accommodations which had been arranged for by the South At- 
lantic Division of the Corps of Engineers tn order to avoid revealing their AEC 
identity. These AEC representatives advised certain local and state officials, 
including the Governors of South Carolina and Georgia of the selection of the 
South Carolina site approximately 2 hours before public release. 

Copies of the official announcement also were delivered to the Senate and 
House post offices for distribution to all Members of Congress concurrently with 
the release of the public announcement to the press. 

As can be seen by the above recitation, large numbers of persons were of neces- 
sity involved in the site selection activity which culminated in the selection of 
the Savannah River plant. Although the Commission made every effort to keep 
confidential its interest in the various sites considered, it was neverthless in- 
evitable, because of the necessity for collecting data and analyzing it, that large 
numbers of persons would become aware of the Commission's interests. 

If any further information in connection with this site selection is desired, 
we will be happy to provide it. 
Sincerely yours. 

M. W. Borer, General Manager. 


Marca 8, 1951. 


Memorandum for: Senator McMahon. 
From: Bill Borden (staff director). 

The AEC issued its announcement of the Savannah River site selection at 
about 12 noon on November 28. 

That morning, before the announcement, Mrs. Florence B. Laird signed an 
option agreement with Walter B. Pace of Salt Lake City whereby the latter could 
purchase 19 acres of land on the outskirts of Aiken, S. C., for $30,000. Mrs. 
Laird was acting as agent for Mrs. Gladys Thayer, of Osterville, Mass., who had 
executed a power of attorney to the former for this purpose. 

Around 10 or 11 o'clock, a friend called Mrs. Laird and advised her that some 
big news was afoot and that she should listen to her radio. Mrs. Laird declines 
to divulge the identity of the friend. She says she does not recall whether the 
telephone call came just before or just after she signed the option agreement. 
In any event, at the time of signing, she did not know about the AEC site selec- 
tion. Following the telephone call, she turned to Mr. Pace and said, in effect, 
“It looks as though you've made a pile of money.” 

Pace subsequently resold the land to J. C. Long, a Charleston housing dealer, 
for $48,000—at a profit of $18,000. Preliminary arrangements for the option 
agreement had been made about a week or so prior to the site selection an- 
nouncement. 

The other transaction involving Pace had to do with an option agreement 
signed on January 2%, 1951—almost 2 months subsequent to the site selection 
announcement. On this latter transaction, Pace made $57,600 in profit. 
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It does not appear that anyone else besides our man, Bill Bergin, has as yet 
talked to Mrs. Laird. I told Bill over the telephone that in view of the serious- 
ness of his findings about the first Pace transaction, he should stay in South 
Carolina and make a detailed study of the land records. 

Ww. L. B. 





Marca 9, 1951. 
Memorandum for: Senator McMahon. 
From: Bill Borden. 

The information I gave you last night about Walter B. Pace and Savannah 
River is wrong in this respect: The second transaction—the one in which the 
big $57,600 profit was made—also became firm, like the first transaction involving 
$18,000 profit, prior to the site selection announcement. 

Bill Bergin tells me over the telephone that he had to tooth-comb the land 
records further than had been possible last night before he discovered that 
Pace’s option to purchase in the second transaction was formally consummated 
on November 27, the day before the AEC’s announcement, 

Thus, Brother Pace may have made off with a total of $75,600 in windfall 
profits. There is some evidence vaguely suggesting that he may have served 
merely as an agent for an unknown principal although the transaction is entirely 
in his own name. 


Ww. L. B 


Marcu 23, 1951. 
Memorandum for the files. 
From: William J. Bergin, joint committee staff. 
Subject: Speculation, Savannah River area. 

I arrived at Augusta, Ga., on March 8 about 2:30 p. m. and immediately pro- 
ceeded to the Aiken County Court House in Aiken, 8. C. I examined the land 
records for evidence of speculation premised on advance knowledge that the 
AEC would establish a site in the Savannah River area. I discovered there had 
been two options granted prior to the AEC announcement—November 28, 1950. 
Those options were us follows: 

(1) Jesse W. Hammond, grantor, to Walter V. Pace, grantee; 72 acres for 
the agreed price of $14,400. Option granted November 27, 1950. 

(2) Gladys B. Thayer, grantor, to Walter V. Pace, grantee; 19 acres for 
the agreed price of $30,000. Option granted November 28, 1950 (prior to 
the midday announcement by the AKC.) 

Although the option granted by Gladys B. Thayer is dated November 28, 1950, 
there is no doubt but that all conditions concerning the option had been agreed 
to prior to November 28. This fact is substantiated by evidence of a recorded 
power of attorney which Gladys B. Thayer executed naming Mrs. Florence M. 
Laird, Aiken real-estate agent, her attorney in fact. The power of attorney was 
executed November 25, 1950, for the sole purpose of authorizing Florence Laird 
to sell the property mentioned above to Walter V. Pace. 

On February 17, 1951, Walter V. Pace entered into two agreements for the sale 
of the above-mentioned option property to J. C. Long of Charleston, 8. C. The 
19 acres acquired from Gladys B. Thayer were sold for $48,000—a profit of 
$18,000. The 72 acres acquired from Jesse W. Hammond were sold to Long for 
$72,000—a profit of $57,600. 

At the time that I arrived on the scene in Aiken, 8. C., there were suspicions 
that Walter V. Pace had been given advance information which induced him 
to purchase the property described above. It had been impossible to uncover 
any factual data to support these suspicions. It was subsequently developed, 
however, that an AEC employee, W. Conrad McKelvay, had divulged information 
to Pace which led to the latter’s purchase of the lands in question. 7 

During my first day in Augusta, I had not contacted McKelvay who was hous- 
ing officer for the Savannah River operations office. That night, however, I 
phoned McKelvay at his home (I knew him from a previous trip) to let him 
know that I was in the area. McKelvay was very abrupt in his conversation, and 
the results of the telephone call were not satisfactory. I later learned that the 
next day, March 9, McKelvay had invited Arthur Tackman, ABC Assistant in 
Charge, SROO, to his home for dinner. During that visit McKelvay told Tack- 
man of his part in connection with the land speculation. I further learned that 
McKelvay was advised that the AEC would have to be told of his actions and 
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this was dome the next day or the day following. The FBI was not brought 
into the case until March 10. It was not until March 12 that a public announce- 
ment was made about McKelvay. For that reason I feel that McKelvay con- 
fessed what he had done at least in part because of the joint committee’s action 
in sending a staff member to the area. [The remainder of this memorandum, 
which consists of 63 pages, relates to other land transactions that, upon in- 
vestigation, were shown not to have resulted in windfall profits by reason of 
advance knowledge as to the location of the plant.] 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
March 13, 1951. 


Mr. J. Howarp MoGratnH, 
Attorney General, Department of Justice, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McGratH: The purpose of this letter is to suggest and recommend 
that the Justice Department consider prosecuting Mr. W. Conrad McKelvay, 
recently employed in the Atomic Energy Commission, Savannah River office, and 
Mr. Walter V. Pace of Salt Lake City, Utah, for their profiteering activities in 
connection with lands adjacent to the new atomic energy site at Savannah 
River, 8. C. 

I know that I speak for all members of the Joint Committee on Atomic Pnergy 
in saying that we are distressed to learn of this breach of trust, the first of its 
kind since the Atomic Energy Commission assumed responsibility on January 
1, 1947. 


Sincerely yours, 
Brien McMAHon, Chairman. 


OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., March 17, 1951. 


Hon. Brien McMAnon, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: I have your letter of March 13, 1951, concerning the 
activities of Mr. W. Conrad McKelvay, recently employed in the Atomic Energy 
Commission, Savannah River office, and Mr. Waiter V. Pace of Salt Lake City, 
Utah, in connection with the lands adjacent to the new atomic energy site at 
Savannah River, 8S. C. 

You may be assured that this matter is receiving the thoughtful attention 
of the Department and is presently under active investigation by he Federal 


Bureau of Investigation. 


Sincerely yours, 
PEYTON Forp, Acting Attorney General. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
June 20, 1951. 


Mr. J. Howarp McGratn, 
Attorney General, Department of Justice, 
Washington, D. OC. 

Dear Mr. McGratu: On March 13, 1951, I wrote you “to suggest and recom- 
mend that the Justice Department consider prosecuting Mr. W. Conrad McKelvay, 
recently employed in the Atomic Energy Commission, Savannah River office, and 
Mr. Walter V. Pace, of Salt Lake City, Utah, for their profiteering activities in 
connection with lands adjacent to the new atomic energy site at Savannah River, 
8. Cc.” Through Mr. Peyton Ford you kindly replied that “this matter is receiv- 
ing the thoughtful attention of the Department and is presently under active 
investigation by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.” 

I have since been informed that Mr. McKelvay is involved in constructing a 
motel at Jackson, S. C.—a small town close to the Savannah River project area. 
There is no evidence before me showing that the funds for this motel venture 
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were not obtained through the activities referred to in my letter of March 13. As 
you know, I regret and deplore that episode because it is the only case known to 
me wherein an employee of the ABC has taken advantage of his official position 
to engage in an improper transaction. 

Accordingly, I will very much appreciate your advising me the results of your 
investigation and particularly whether or not it is felt that either McKelvay or 
Pace violated a criminal statute such as would support prosecution by your 
Department. In the event it is not felt that any law was violated, I would 
appreciate a summary of the legal reasons supporting this conclusion. 

I thank you very much indeed for your further assistance in this matter. I 
feel that the records of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy must contain all 
the relevant facts concerning the possibility of prosecution. 


Sincerely yours, 
Brien McMAnon, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE Deputy ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, July 5, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McMAnon, R 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: Your letter of June 20, 1951, concerning the activities of 
Mr. W. Conrad McKelvay, formerly with the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
Mr. Walter V. Pace, of Salt Lake City, Utah, has been received. 

Kindly be advised that the investigative reports concerning the above-mentioned 
persons and others are presently being analyzed with a view toward determining 
whether or not prosecution is warranted. 

Yours sincerely, 
PEYTON ForpD, Deputy Attorney General. 


* 


Aveust 14, 1951. 
Memorandum for the file. 
From: William J. Bergin, Joint Committee Staff. 
Re prosecution of Conrad McKelvay. 

The Department of Justice has informed me that the matter concerning the 
prosecution of Conrad McKelvay, because of his part in the land speculation deal 
at Savannah River, is still in process. Recommendations have been made by 
Department attorneys but they have not yet reached the “front office.” 

I talked with Mr. Golden Dagger who told me that the entire matter has been 
reviewed and analyzed and that when completed this office will be informed as to 
the final disposition of the case. 

W. J. B. 


OcroBer 18, 1951. 
Memorandum for the files. 
From: William J. Bergin, Joint Committee Staff. 
Subject: Justice Department activities re Conrad McKelvay 
The Criminal Division of the Justice Department (Mr. Golden Dagger) reports 
via telephone that the Conrad McKelvay matter is still being studied to determine 
the possibility of prosecution for his part in the Savannah River land speculation. 
A promise has been elicited from Mr. Dagger to keep this office posted. 
w. J. B. 


NOVEMBER 15, 1951. 
Memorandum for the files. 
From: William J. Bergin, Joint Committee Staff. 
Subject : McKelvay case. 
I've been advised by Frank Walker, Department of Justice, that the Conrad 
McKelvay case (Savannah River land speculation) has been turned over to Mr. 
McInerney for final disposition. We will be notified of outcome. 


W. J. B. 
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JANUARY 3, 1952. 
Memorandum to the files. 
From: William J. Bergin, Joint Committee Staff. 
Subject: McKelvay case. 


I’ve been advised by Robert Welch, Department of Justice (Code 197, extension 
175) that the McKelvay case investigation is about completed. All that remains 
is to hear from the Atomic Energy Commission as to whether or not it has any 
rules and regulations which prohibit giving out information such as McKelvay 
did. The Department of Justice inquiry to the AEC is dated November 29, 1951. 
The AEC has not yet replied to the Department of Justice. 

We will be informed when the matter has been completed. 

w. J. B. 


(The Justice Department advised that it has thus far been unable to 
locate a statute which would support prosecution. The Department 
has been formally requested to draft language for statutory changes 
that would permit prosecution in future cases of a similar nature.) 


A SAVANNAH RIVER CONTRACT PROBLEM 


Brookiyn, N. Y., October 2, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McCMaAnHon, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator McManon: The newspapers today reported that the Defense 
Department has urged the expenditure of $6,000,000,000 for expansion of atomic 
weapons. 

I certainly am in favor of such expansion but have some misgivings as to how 
much will be wasted by collusive bidding on the part of contractors. 

I have in mind one instance in connection with the hydrogen bomb plant at 
Dunbarton, 8S. C. 

Voorhees, Walker, Foley & Smith (architects), 72 Wall Street, New York 
City, acting for E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. requested bids on furniture and 
fixtures. Bid opening August 6, 1951. 

After having accepted the services of many dealers in office furniture, etc., 
in gathering data and making specifications they decided to limit the bidding to 
manufacturers only. The equipment was so varied that no one manufacturer 
could submit a complete bid on his own product. 

However, the Globe-Wernicke Co. and one other manufacturer did submit 
complete bids. 

Why! A certain William F. Wholey with friends in the offices of the architects 
and principal, rigged it so the dealers would be eliminated and Globe-Wernicke 
submitted a bid on their own and other manufacturers’ products. The second 
bid was a phoney. 

If the legitimate office equipment dealers in New York had been allowed to 
bid, the prices would have been at least 20 percent less than the ones received. 
I understand the total contract was approximately $250,000. The result was that 
Mr. Wholey who has his office in his hat was allowed to collect a substantial 
commission. 

Other equipment will be needed for this project and I suppose we will see the 
same old “run around.” What if the prices are high, the architect gets his fees 
and I suppose DuPont is on a cost-plus basis. 

I gathered this information at an outing of the New York Office Furniture 
Dealers and I can assure you that if there is a repetition of this performance 
you will hear the howls in Washington. 

My dear Senator, I believe this is worthy of some investigation as the legiti- 
mate dealers are certainly worthy of an opportunity to bid. They too must make a 
profit to stay in business and incidentally pay taxes. 

Yours very truly, 
J. G. Carn. 
[No street address. ] 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
October 26, 1951. 


Mr. Marion W. Boyer, 
General Manager, United States Atomic Energy Commissions, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Borer: I am sending you a copy of a letter which has been received 
from Mr. J. C. Cain [his letter contains no address] alleging certain practices in 
connection with the letting of bids at Savannah. 

It would be appreciated if you could look into this and prepare a report on 
the subject. 


Sincerely yours, 
HarRoLp BERGMAN, 


Acting Director. 


Atomic ENerGy COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 13, 1951. 
Mr. Haroitp BERGMAN, 
Acting Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. BeroMan: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of October 26, 
1951, with which you referred to the Commission a letter dated October 2, 1951, 
from Mr. J. G. Cain to Senator McMahon. This letter alleged unethical prac- 
tices in connection with procurement of office furniture for the Commission's 
Savannah River plant. We referred the letter to Curtis A. Nelson, manager, 
Savannah River operations office for a report and have received his reply which 
we quote herewith: 

“On July 26, 1951, invitations to bid were issued by Voorhees, Walker, Foley, 
and Smith, acting for du Pont, asking for bids on 48 different items of office 
furniture and equipment with an estimated value of $300,000. Due to the diver- 
sity of the items and the quantities involved, it was determined to be im the 
best interests of the Government to send the invitations to the leading manufac- 
turers of office furniture rather than to dealers. Accordingly, bids were solicited 
from the following companies: The Globe-Wernicke Co., Yawman-Erbe Manu- 
facturing Co., Art Metal Construction Co., General Fireproofing Co., Shaw- 
Walker Co. Upon receipt of the bids, it was noted that Globe-Wernicke were 
the only bidders submitting a complete bid and that their bid included some items 
manufactured by other companies. 

“Bids on these items were reinvited on September 21 with quotations being 
requested from the manufacturers of these products. Bids received from these 
two invitations were then compared with Federal Supply Service prices. As a 
result of this comparison, the majority of the items are being procured through 
the Federal Supply Service. The items on which Globe-Wernicke bid, but which 
are manufactured by others and are not available from Government sources, 
are being procured directly from the manufacturers. Globe-Wernicke, whom 
we understand Mr. Wholey represented, has not received any business from these 
invitations. 

“The Savannah River operations office was aware of and approved this method 
of procurement as being good practice and in the best interests of the Govern- 
ment as evidenced by a savings of approximately $88,000 over the amount bid 
by Globe-Wernicke.” 

We feel that Mr. Nelson's findings that the procurement in question was 
handled properly and in the best interests of the Government are correct. 

If additional information on this matter should be required, we will be 
pleased to furnish it to the joint committee. 

Yours very truly, 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 
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THE Du PONT OFFICE BUILDING 


Unrrep States Atomic ENerGy COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., April 6, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McMauon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Dear Senator McManon: This refers to your telephone call to me on April 
4, 1951, at which time you requested information on the application to the 
National Production Authority by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. for approval 
= _ construction of a new office building and related facilities at Newark, 

The Statements which follow have been obtained partially from the National 
Production Authority and partially from the du Pont Co. The application 
covered an office building, to be financed entirely by du Pont, to cost an esti- 
mated amount of $6,360,000, which included a boilerhouse, warehouse, and 
related services. The building will contain 200,000 square feet of usable space 
and will require from 12 to 14 months to complete. The building will house 
about 2,000 people, consisting almost entirely of du Pont engineering personnel. 

The reason given for the necessity of construction at this time was that 
insufficient space was available in the Nemours and the du Pont Buildings at 
Wilmington. 

Of the 2,000 people who will occupy the new building, it is estimated by du 
Pont that about 25 percent will be engaged in work for the Commission and 
that they will remain there for a period of about 4 years. It is further esti- 
mated by du Pont that about 400 to 500 people will have been brought into the 
du Pont organization at Wilmington because of the contract with the 
Commission. 

The action sought by du Pont from NPA was specific authorization required 
under NPA order M-4 for the construction of an office building. Du Pont 
requested that we advise NPA of any AEC interest in the facility. Attached 
is a copy of a letter of March 8, 1951, from the deputy manager, Savannah 
River Operations Office, in response to the request. 

We have been advised by the National Production Authority that approval 
was granted April 4, 1951, for the construction of this building, subject to the 
submission by du Pont of complete plans and specifications and to the under- 
standing that no changes would be made in these plans and specifications with- 
out prior NPA approval. The approval further stated that it was the under- 
standing that no special priorities assistance would be necessary. 

Sincerely yours, 
Water J. WILLIAMS, 
Deputy General Manager. 





Unrrep STatTes ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
OFFIce or SAVANNAH RIVER OPERATIONS, 
March 8, 1951. 
Mr. Rurus NEWMAN, 
Construction Control Division, 
National Production Authority, Washington, D. C. 

Dear. Mr. Newman: The E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc., has undertaken 
the design, construction, and operation for the Atomic Energy Commission, of 
new production facilities known as the Savannah River Operations. This project 
is vitally important to the defense and security of the United States. 

In undertaking this contract, the du Pont Co. has been charged with the respon- 
sibility of furnishing in the shortest practicable time the labor, materials, tools, 
machinery, equipment, facilities, supplies, and services and all other things 
which, in their judgment, are necessary or desirable for the design, construction, 
and operation of the facilities mentioned above. 

We understand that the du Pont Co. has filed an application (Case No. 3-217- 
B) to construct a new office building in Newark, Del. In this connection, we 
wish to state that in fulfilling their responsibility for this project, the du Pont 
Co. has been required to expand greatly their personnel and oftice facilities. 


Very truly yours, 
R. C. Bratz, Deputy Manager. 
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AN ARREST AT SAVANNAH RIVER 


Unitep Stares Aromic ENercy COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., October 15, 1951. 
Mr. WiLLIAM L. Borden, 
Erecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borpen : The Federal Bureau of Investigation has sent us an interim 
report on its investigation of Walter William Long, a former buyer for the du 
Pont Co. at the Savannah River project, whose arrest was reported in the papers 
a few weeks ago. The investigation had been made by the FBI at the request 
of the du Pont Co. who had detected some irregularities in Long’s transactions 
after his dismissal from the project. The case also involves Long’s wife and a 
Walter J. Golosky, both of whom were likewise arrested. 

Long operated by awarding bids to companies which he or his associates con- 
trolled. The investigation thus far indicates that the sums involved were not 
substantial and that the loss to the Government may not be more than a few 
hundred dollars. 

We will keep you advised of any important developments in this case. 

Yours very truly, 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 


A BRIDGE ACROSS THE SAVANNAH 


SePpreMBER 27, 1951. 
Memorandum for the file. 
From: William Bergin and Walter Hamilton, Joint Committee Staff. 
Subject: Bridge across Savannah River connecting plant area with Georgia. 

In December 1950 the advisability of constructing a permanent bridge across 
the Savannah River connecting the Burke-Jackson-Screven Counties area with the 
South Carolina side for the purpose of tapping that area's labor force Was con- 
sidered. Three possible sites for such a bridge were considered satisfactory from 
the construction viewpoint. They are: (1) from Shell Bluff landing, Georgia, to 
Jackson, 8S. C., (2) from the south side of McBean Creek north of Shell Bluff 
landing to Jackson, S. C., and (3) from the north side of McBean Creek east 
of McBean, Ga., to Cathwood, S. C. In January 1951, it was decided that the 
third site mentioned above would be the most logical, due to the planning of 
proposed roads to the bridge approach on the Georgia site. 

In February 1951 the chief highway commissioner of South Carolina, in a 
report on a survey of highway needs in the vicinity of the Savannah River 
plant, failed to mention such a bridge as being of importance to the area. Ata 
meeting held in April 1951, attended by the Chief Engineer of the Bureau of 
Public Roads, B. P. McWhorter, and representatives of the Highway Commis- 
sions of South Carolina and Georgia, it developed that Georgia officials wanted 
certification of a bridge across the Savannah River. South Carolina officials 
wanted certification of a number of access roads on the South Carolina side but 
made no request for certification for a bridge. Ina preliminary report forwarded 
to R. W. Cook, AEC, Washington, by C. A. Nelson, Savannah River operations 
office, April 12, 1951, outlining the results of a conference held on that date and 
attended by Bureau of Public Roads officials and du Pont and Savannah River 
operations officials, the following statement was made: 

“It was decided that the time required to construct a bridge across the Savan- 
nah River between McBean and Silver Bluff would be beyond the peak load 
of construction, and therefore could not be justified as essential to the Savannah 
River plant from this standpoint. There is a strong possibility that this bridge 
is essential for military protection to expedite the movement of troops between 
the area and Camp Gordon. Informal discussions with Colonel Howe, com- 
manding officer at Camp Gordon, indicates that he believes the bridge may be 
necessary, although he has not yet made a thorough study of the situation. 
Justification from this possibility would have to come from the Defense 
Department.” 

In the same report a recapitulation of work that would be recommended with 
an estimated cost as of that date showed that such a bridge would cost $1,760,000. 
A footnote to the estimate states: “Can be recommended as an access road only 
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upon military justification, although it would be highly desirable as (1) an 
alternate route from Augusta, and (2) as direct access for workmen from the 
Waynesboro area in Georgia.” 

It is understood that the defense authorities have failed to justify a bridge 
across the Savannah River as for their benefit, and although it is not a matter 
of record, it is understood that they feel they can get troops to the site almost 
as quickly by using the present roads system and military police control of 
Augusta traffic. 

Du Pont officials still feel that some means of crossing the Savannah River 
is highly desirable in order to tap the labor market of approximately 3,600 
persons in the three nearby counties of Georgia. The proposed ferry system 
has been ruled out as being inefficient. A pontoon bridge has also been studied, 
but the Corps of Engineers has stated that such a bridge would require a swing- 
ing gate manned by six men, on three shifts, in order to keep the river open for 
any traflic going to or from Augusta. 

Du Pont's average cost per employee for recruitment is approximately $50. 
This may provide a yardstick for the measurement of the relative values of the 
bridge proposal. Assuming recruitment costs do not rise, it would be possible 
therefore for du Pont to obtain an equivalent labor force to that which the 
bridge would make available at a cost of approximately $180,000 if a bridge 
is not constructed. 

Du Pont officials feel that even if a simply designed, permanent-type struc- 
ture were begun now it could not be completed in time enough to help them 
meet their manpower requirements before peak construction is reached a year 
from now. AEC officials believe such a bridge is desirable, but not essential 
from the project standpoint, though from an over-all standpoint it would be 
useful in channeling the flow of workers to and from the plant without passing 


through heavy city traffic. 


THE FRUITLESS TELEGRAMS 


[On October 20, 1951, Representative Hamilton C. Jones forwarded 
to the joint committee a complaint from a small supply company in 
North Carolina. The complaint referred to a number of lengthy tele- 

rams which the company had received from du Pont at Savannah 
iver, soliciting bids on a long list of items none of which the com- 
pany itself manufactured or could hope to supply. The complaint 
went on to state that similar telegrams had been received by other 
small companies in North Carelina and that these suppliers also had 
no facilities whatever for making any of the items on which bids were 
invited. Why, it was asked, need Federal funds be expended to pay 
for telegrams that could not possibly serve a useful purpose? ] 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
October 24, 1951. 
Hon. Hamiuron C. Jones, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dean Mr. Jones: In response to your request I have attempted to obtain the 
facts behind the situation described by [Mr. X—name withheld] of the [name 
of company and the place of its location in North Carolina withheld] in his letter 
to you of October 17. 

The Atomic Energy Commission requested the du Pont Corp. at the beginning 
of the Savannah River project, to obtain as large a portion of necessary supplies 
as possible through normal channels rather than through the establishment of 
fabrication facilities for this specific job. The AEC request applied particularly 
to the fabrication of reinforcing steel. The request was made because of protests 
entered by suppliers and fabricators located in the region who feared that central 
fabrication by du Pont might deprive them of business to which they felt they 
were entitled and might also soak up steel allocations for that region. 

The particular action of du Pont, referred to by [Mr. X] and involving items 
which could not be fabricated in small central shops either by du Pont or by 
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regional fabricators and suppliers, is according to the Commission, outside the 
intention of its request. The action in question is said to be attributable to the 
pressure of the du l’ont construction schedule, which results in attempts to locate 
every possible piece of material needed to keep the job moving at maximum speed. 
I am also informed that the telegrams are in part a response to the protests 
entered by regional suppliers and reflect du Pont’s efforts both to procure from 
such suppliers to the maximum extent feasible and to demonstrate, through the 
procurement invitations, that regional firms are being given every opportunity 
to participate. 

As a result of the inquiry initiated by you, the Atomic Energy Commission has 
assured me that it is taking action to review emergency procurement measures 
now in use by du Pont and to modify these measures to the extent necessary. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILtiAM L, Borpen, Executive Director. 





UnitTep States ATOMIC ENeRGY COMMISSION 
SAVANNAH River OPERATIONS OFFICE 
AUGUSTA, GA. 


Information for the Press (No. 29). 
For release in morning newspapers of Friday, September 21, 1951, 
For release at 7 p. m. Thursday, September 20, 1951, 

The Atomic Energy Commission said today that a recapitulation of contract 
awards by the du Pont Co. from February through July 1951 for the AEC'’s 
Savannah River plant development reveals that of a total of 10,376 awards, 7,675 
went to small-business firms. Small business is defined as businesses employing 
500 or less persons, and not a subsidiary of a firm classed.as large business. 

The 10,376 contract awards totaled $124,323,242.48. The 7, 675 awards to small- 
business groups amounted to $32,223,666.84 or 26 percent of the total. 

As of June 15, the AEC said that 5,124 contract awards large and small had 
been made in the southeast section of the United States. Of this total 87.8 percent 
went to small business. j 

The figures relating to small business do not include contracts entered into with 
small businesses by so-called large business firms who have been awarded con- 
tracts by du Pont for Savannah river plant work. 

The breakdown from February through July follows: 


Small business 














Month Number | Total value 
at suinsieecieiaets min aan Sn See 
February and March 1,314 | $9, 632,316. 50 
April . wb édialasbodiadan a6b-entashed . ‘ . 1, 378 | 3, 965, 078. 03 
| ee - F — pporense=) een a 1, 552 4, 217, 111. 87 
June : 1,775 9, 650, 076. 53 
July “ : vouceeben 1, 656 4, 759, 083. 91 

Total... BBA 0B AN ee ee Bae 7,675 | 32, 223, 666. $4 


Business other than small 














Month | Number | Total value 
February and March. .................-. chee entnensesattienatedialinaiense 449 | $19, 329, 232. 68 
April... ; ; Rk ts Aid a) he PL. 504 | 6, 134, 052. 84 
May bs tie Eh ae PF Co BE ESS SPR AT TAR 515 | 6, 781, 275. 25 
pO ey een ctudusqedénéasedeennceiinncotctine ee ee 533 | 18, 182, 860. 69 
AE i A oenectiapesinenaahietineeientnaneninid idle 673 | 41, 589, 319. 09 





FO wk cin cdnscics~dsavddedtdsbbinsanioesh iamboe sea sctdebostadassece | 2,674 | 92,016,740. 55 
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Education and other nonprofit institutions 








! 
Month | Number | Total value 
— Rb dc aeihecg ose ccbnduatwnctcbsecdelnctbeddthibateundeedee | eR EE: See 
RTI iicticishingincndnbeitacinenaeckinaphan tikesnivese ot oe 6 | $2, 205. 54 
May Lh itineaheqroenne seecceson< . 14 71, 802. 19 
ail tet ned ccelnindmnnh op edpendegnd g~guiptvchiinniaiebeneseutn 2 3, 866. 14 
jp allt a Tai aI P pon : 5 4, 641.17 





Total all classes 





Month | Number | Total value 





| 
February and March..........-. aed ee SS ae ae ee 1,763 | $28, 961, 549. 18 
Po oo ent i eS PRES SVE ae 1,888 | 10, 101, 656. 41 
Gs es bade cnndsbecties seniscebteesone coccces np dinghgieeb<temeeeseontese 2,081 | 11,070, 189. 31 
pera ieciidiatiiee tend Re a a nas a Pye Siete Bea init 2,310 | 27,836, 803. 36 
Seti icinepseatcesensetetaen- HS pS MRE Pe FETE EH | 2,334 | 46,353, 044.17 





10, 376 124, 323, 242. 43 





A RESETTLEMENT PROPOSAL 


UNITED SrTaTes ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., January 19, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McMAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear Senator McMaunon: This will acknowledge your letter of January 3, 
enclosing a letter from Mr. [name withheld] concerning the possible use of farm 
land in the Davy Crockett National Forest in Houston County, Tex. 

We have forwarded a copy of Mr. [name withheld] letter to the Farmers Home 
Administration, Department of Agriculture, who is assisting the Commission in 
giving help to relocate the people being evacuated from the South Carolina plant 
site. 

Enclosed is a copy of our letter to the Department of Agriculture, as well as a 

copy of our reply to Mr. [name w ithheld]. 


Yours sincerely, 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McMaAnon, 
United Stutes Senate. 

Dear Senator McManon : The Atomic Energy Commission has referred to the 
Farmers Home Administration a copy of the letter from Mr. [name withheld], 
Texas, regarding the use of the Davy Crockett National Forest in Houston 
County, Tex., for farmers being evacuated from the Commission’s Savannah 
River site in South Carolina. 

The farm land being purchased for the Atomic Energy Commission's plant 
site in Barnwell and Aiken counties, 8. C., is rather thinly populated. It has 
been estimated that there are approximately 1,400 families in the area, the 
greater number of the families being located in Ellington. The area has been 
rearranged so as to leave Jackson and Snelling on the outside of the boundary. 
Many of the families have already arranged to locate in nearby communities. 
The information available at this time indicates that there would not be any 
number of families that would desire to locate any great distance from their 
present location. Since this is true and there is a shortage of farm labor in that 
part of South Carolina, it appears that farm families will be afforded available 
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land in that area for their needs. Even if the Davy Crockett National Forest 
land were available, we do not believe there would be sufficient families desiring 
to locate there from South Carolina to make the venture a profitable one for the 
families being displaced. 

We appreciate your interest and if we can supply any further information, 
please let us know. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dittarp B. LASSETER, Administrator. 


OcToBer 8, 1951. 


AN OFFICIAL STATEMENT ON SAVANNAH RIVER 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR BrreN McMAHON AND REPRESENTATIVE Cart T. DURHAM, 
CHAIRMAN AND Vick CHAIRMAN RESPECTIVELY OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON 
ATOMIC ENERGY 


We have recently reviewed the investigatory reports that are in our possession 
concerning the construction work being done for the Atomic Energy Commission 
at Savannah River by the du Pont Co. and at Paducah, Ky., by the F. H. Me- 
Graw Co. 

These two projects have been under constant investigation by the staff of 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. This committee is required by law to 
be kept fully and currently informed and to make constant studies and inquiries 
into atomic energy work. The committee is in effect a continuous investigative 
group, and it possesses comprehensive information on Paducah and Savannah 
River. 

We think it is our duty to comment on the situation at Savannah River, S. C., 
where an immense and vital atomic facility is being constructed. 

First of all, we want to call attention to the fact that the contractor in charge 
of this project is one of the distinguished industrial institutions of our country, 
the du Pont Co. The public should know, if it does not already know, that du 
Pont did not seek out this heavy assignment. On the contrary, it was a case 
of the Government's going to du Pont and saying in effect “you built the great 
Hanford plutonium works during the war—-we need your help to build another 
plant right now for the defense of the United States.” du Pont agreed to take 
up the challenge, out of a sense of patriotic duty. The fee which it receives 
for doing this job—which is deeply involved in the survival of the entire free 
world—is exactly $1 per year. 

We have heard allegations that the job at Savannah River is not going well, 
that the men are loafing, and that there is waste and inefficiency. 

We want to state that we have personally followed this situation through 
many months, indeed from the beginning of the Savannah River effort. The 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy has had representatives on the scene so 
frequently that our inspections and checks have been almost on an uninter- 
rupted basis. We have been fully briefed by committee representatives just 
returned from Savannah River. 

Sased upon this information, which has been the very opposite of a casual 
or limited inquiry, we are satisfied the du Pont project is going forward at the 
top speed which our Government requested and ordered. We are satisfied that 
the project is proceeding on schedule. Furthermore, the schedule itself is 
probably the tightest and toughest, in terms of the speed required, that has 
ever been established in the peacetime history of the United States. 

The second point we want to make is that the allegations of loafing and 
soldiering on the job are without real foundation. It is true that some employees 
of lump-sum subcontractors—that is subcontractors whose own money and not 
the Government’s money is on the line—have been the subject of critical com- 
ment. It is true that, due to the extraordinarily tight sechedules and the 
overwhelming demand for speed, the contractors in the area have been required 
to staff up rapidly. When speed in the defense of the Nation is an overriding 
requirement, it is not always possible to dot every “i” and cross every “t” 
so as to satisfy every critic and particularly the critic who is not aware of all 
the factors involved. 

To cite one example, it was necessary in a few cases to place new foremen 
on the job after only 2 weeks of training, whereas the normal industrial prac- 
tice—where speed is not a vital factor—is to require 6 weeks of training. To 
cite another example, du Pont has already fired 715 employees for failure to 
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measure up to the high standard of performance required. If speed were not 
essential, du Pont would have had time to evaluate the records of these people 
more carefully and to have avoided hiring them in the first place. 

But close and detailed examination of the productivity per worker at Savannah 
River shows that the job being done compares favorably with other big projects 
undertaken by any other top-flight company in the United States. 

Furthermore, it so happens that the standards and practices of employment 
prevailing at Savannah River are equal or superior to the standards and practices 
being maintained by six major defense construction contractors in the Savannah 
River area. We refer to Clark Hill Dam and Camp Gordon. In other words, for 
reasons which we cannot personally penetrate, du Pont has been singled out for 
publicity and unjustified censure, and six other contractors in the very same 
area—also doing defense work—uare overlooked even though their collective 
standards and practices fall short of du Pont’s. 

We do not say that, in isolated instances, there is no cause for critical judgment. 
As a matter of fact, in several such instances, the joint committee has already 
made known its concern both to du Pont and to the Atomic Energy Commission— 
and necessary corrective action has been taken. 

The big thing is to get this job done and get it done just as fast as possible. We 
are fearful that too much investigating will interfere with that objective and will 
therefore impair the security of the United States. Today du Pont is doing the 
job and doing it as it must be done. 

The situation at Paducah is somewhat similar, except that this vital new facil- 
ity has been beset with work stoppages. Not all is perfect—far from it. Again 
here the joint committee has called attention to matters which could be improved 
and has taken care to see that the necessary corrective steps be taken. 

But at Paducah, as at Savannah River, the job is going forward, and the proj- 
ect today is on schedule. Too much time out for investigations could interfere 
with finishing on time. 

The joint committee will continue to scrutinize these two facilities on a regular 
and uninterrupted basis, as it has done in the past. 





A LETTER ON PRIORITIES 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT (COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
November 30, 1951. 
Mr. CHARLES EF. WILSON, 
Director of Office of Defense Mobilization, 
The White House. 

DEAR Mr. WILSON: Several weeks ago I visited the Savannah River atomic 
project and learned that there is a definite threat of failing to meet construction 
schedules because of inability to secure the necessary materials in time. Since 
then (having returned from a trip to Europe) I've had further reports on this 
materials-priorities problem, and it is my understanding that, although Mr. 
Fieischmann has brought about improvements within the framework of the exist- 
ing priorities system—improvements for which all concerned are thankful—the 
situation remains critical. 

I just want to point out the obvious; namely, that every day and week and 
month of delay in meeting the established construction schedule means that the 
United States will lose a day or week or month of the atomic production which 
otherwise would have ensued—because, as of any given date in the future, the 
weapons stockpile will not contain the bombs that could have been made but 
were not made due to delay in starting up operation of the Savannah River 
plants. 

I, therefore, want to urge most strongly and most earnestly that nothing be 
allowed to stand in the way of getting to Savannah River the materials necessary 
to finish those plants just as rapidly as humanly possible. I think you'll agree 
with me that none of the officials concerned—and here I definitely include the 
members of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy—could forgive themselves 
if, through human failure, the Savannah River establishment is not completed 
on time. 

I know you will appreciate the sincere and heartfelt conviction which under- 
lies this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Brien MCMAnoON, Chairman. 
94564—52——-5 
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(The information developed following dispatch of the above letter 
is classified, but the priorities problem at Savannah River is being 
closely and continually followed by the joint committee.) 





THE AUTHORITY OF THE ABC FIELD MANAGER 


UnNItTep States AToMiIc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., November 24, 1950. 
Mr. Haro_p BERGMAN, 
Acting Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Dear Mr. BerGMan: With reference to your letter of November 17, 1950, 
attached is a copy of the delegation of authority to the manager, new operations. 

You will note that the delegation is from the Director of Production rather 
than the General Manager, being within the responsibility previously delegated 
to the Director of Production. 


Very truly yours, 
COLLINS, 
For M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 


(One enclosure. ) 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM—UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
Date: August 4, 1950. 


To: Curtis A. Nelson, Manager, New Operations Office. 
From: Walter J. Williams, Director of Production. 


Subject: Delegation of authority. 

1. Primary functions—The new operations office, under the direction of a 
manager of operations, responsible to the Director of Producton, is assigned the 
primary functions of: 

(a) Production of fissionable materials. 
(6) Production of certain special materials and fabricated items. 
2. Associated functions assigned to the new operations office are: 

(a) Development work associated with production of fissionable materials, 
special materials, and fabricated items. 

(>) Engineering and construction operations associated with assigned 
functions. 

3. Special functions.—The new operations office is assigned the special func- 
tion of the administration of other programs or contracts as may be established 
by the Washington office and assigned to the new operations office. 

4. Delegation of authority—The manager, new operations, is authorized and 
directed to take such action, including the maintenance of the basic fiscal, legal, 
personnel, security, and administrative services, as is necessary, to the per- 
formance of the functions assigned above, within the general limitations pre- 
scribed in this memorandum and applicable GM bulletins. Specifically, he is 
authorized to: 

(a) Make and administer contracts 

(1) Make purchases; enter into, extend, and modify contracts; approve 
subcontracts and extensions or modifications of subcontracts; approve pur- 
chases by contractors and subcontractors; except that each purchase, con- 
tract, subcontract, extension, or modification in excess of $5,000,000 shall be 
subject to the approval of the Director of Production. Such authority, 
within the discretion of the Manager, may be delegated in writing, without 
power of further redelegation, to such assistants as may be necessary except 
that authority shall not be delegated to make or approve any purchase, or 
enter into, extend, modify, or approve any contract or subcontract in amounts 
in excess of $100.000. The manager, new operations, should bring to the 
attention of the Director of Production for prior consideration all new or 
unusual types of contractual transactions. 

(2) Act as a representative of the Commission for the administration of 
contracts executed under his authority or assigned for administration to the 
new operations office. Such authority, within the discretion of the Manager. 
may be delegated in writing, with power of further redelegation to sneb 
assistants as may be necessary. 
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(b) Supervise direct activities 

Coordinate and supervise the direct AEC activities at the principal site 
of the new operations office and such other locations as may be utilized for 
the conduct of the program, or designated from time to time. With respect 
to assigned functions, the manager, new operations, is responsible for as- 
sisting the responsible program directors in the preparation of budgets and 
the supervision of expenditures made under approved programs. 

The full authority above or any part thereof may be redelegated, in writ- 
ing, to any employee designated by the Manager as Deputy Manager. 


5. Relationships with other officials —In performing the functions assigned 
and exercising the authority delegated to him, the manager, new operations, is 
responsible that instructions he may issue are properly coordinated with di- 
visions and offices having a joint interest, recognizing the responsibilities of all 
division directors and managers of operations, and the delegations of authority 
to them. Problems or questions involving the jurisdiction of Washington pro- 
gram directors other than the Director of Production which cannot be resolved 
by direct negotiation between the Manager and the director concerned shall be 
referred to the Director of Production. Direct communication with all divisions 
in Washington on matters pertaining to the assigned functions of such divisions 
is authorized and encouraged. The Manager is responsible that any action he 
may take falls within established policies of the AEC; he will make recom- 
mendations to the Director of Production, as appropriate, when in his judgment 
existing AEC policies are inadequate to the purpose at hand. The manager, new 
operations, shall take special notice of all matters under his cognizance which 
may be of interest to the Director of Military Application, and he shall see that 
such matters are brought to the attention of the Director of Military Application. 

Water J. WILLIAMS, 
Director of Production. 


CHARGES OF WASTE AT OAK RIDGE 


The problem discussed in the following letters was reviewed in 
several conferences with Commission personnel and a complete mem- 
orandum is in the joint committee’s classified files. The case arose 
when letter complaints were received to the effect that expensive and 
useless equipment had been purchased for a facility at Oak Ridge. 


Oak Ringk, TENN., May 8, 1951. 
Mr. WitiiAm L. Borpen, 
Erecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Eneray, 
Congress of the United States, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borden: Reference is made to your letter, dated April 24, 1951, 
relative to the procurement and use of certain machine tools by the Y—12 opera- 
tions of this office. 

The questions raised have been thoroughly investigated by this oftice in con- 
junction with Carbide & Carbon Chemicals Co., a division of the Union Carbide 
& Carbon Corp., which operates the Y—12 plant under contract with the AEC. 

As the programs requiring the procurement and use of these machines are 
broad in scope and involve other Commission-operations offices reply to your 
inquiry is being made through the Washington cffice of the Commission. 

The detailed data developed by this office is being forwarded this date to the 
Director of the Division of Production, Washington, D. C. 


Sincerely yours, 
S. R. Saptrir, 


Manager, Oak Ridge Operations. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
June 5, 1951. 
Congressman Cart T. DURHAM, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. DurHAM: Attached hereto is a correspondence file which you for- 
warded sometime ago, the contents of which have been investigated by the staff. 
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The gist of the allegations is that the Atomic Energy Commission, at Oak Ridge, 
has in the past procured about $140,000 worth of machine tools, which proved 
to be incapable of doing the work for which they were purchased. 

The Atomic Energy Commission has replied with a complete classified report. 
Its findings are, briefly, that the tools were purchased for a specific need, but in 
one instance the program involved has been held up, and in the other case the 
design of the product has been changed. In every case the machine tools are 
being utilized, or are being held ready in the event the program is reactivated. 

The Atomic Energy Commission feels that the writer of these letters is not 
able to learn what happens in other areas, where security regulations prevent his 
access, hence he has acquired only part of the story. It is true the tools did not 
do the work in his department, but they are performing or standing by in 
another. 

We feel, however, in retrospect, that the Commission might have gotten along 
quite well without one of the machine tools. Full details as set forth in the 
Commission's classified letter can be made available to you anytime you wish. 

If there is anything more we can do on this matter, please let us know. 

Sincerely yours, 
WituiAM L. Borven, Erecutive Director. 





OAK RIDGE CONTRACT COSTS 


UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 28, 1950. 
Mr. WILLIAM L. BorDEN, 
Brecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 
(Attention: Mr. Harold Bergman.) 

Dear Mr. Borpen: Mr. Bergman, of your staff, recently requested a break- 
down of the K-29 and K-31 contract costs. In accordance with this request, 
we are enclosing herewith two statements showing the participation of various 
contractors and subcontractors in the K-29 and K-31 plants at Oak Ridge. 

The attached K-31 breakdown contains a different figure for competitive pro- 
curement than was shown in our letter to Senator MeMahon of February 15. 
We have pointed out this change in another letter to Senator McMahon from 
Sumner T. Pike, acting chairman, of this same date. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARLETON Suvuae, Deputy General Manager. 


Oak Ridge Operations—Breakdown of cost for participating contractors, 
K-29 plant 








Total cost 


Competitive | 


bid, purchase 


Remaining 
costs of reim- 


Contractor —— orders, and bursable 
subcontracts | contractors 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Maxon Construction Co.: 
Direct operation $11, 552, 771 $3, 500, 000 $8, 052, 771 
Kaignin & Hughes, Inc. (subcontract) - - - 13, 715, 11) 5, 000, 000 8, 715, 111 
Edenfield Electric Co. (subcontract). ‘ 6, 983, 345 4, 000, 000 | 2, 983, 345 
Lump-sum construction (subcontract) -....-..-....--.- 800, 000 | 800, O00 | 0 
Total, Maxon Construction Co. .. 33,051,227 | 13,300,000 19, 751, 227 
Carbide & Carbon Chemicals Corp 31, 512, 923 19, 100, 000 | 12, 412, 923 
Giffels & Vallet, Inc_. . 1, 750, 238 0 1, 750, 238 
Sargent & Lundy eesee-sces- 100, 000 0 | 100, 000 
Atomic Energy Commission project engineer office 235, 000 0 235, 000 


Total eS 


! 66, 649, 388 


32, 400, 000 


1 34, 249, 388 





! The above includes fixed fees. 


a em 








— ae 





WAGE PAYMENTS AT NEVADA TEST SITE 65 


TWO OAK RIDGE PERSONNEL PROBLEMS 


Unirep Srates AtoMiIc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 20, 1951. 


Mr. WiLtrAm L. Borpen, 
Eeccutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
United States Capitol, 

Dear Mr. Borven: This confirms our telephone conversation of April 16 con- 
cerning Mr. Fred W. Hilker, a former employee of the Maxon Construction Co., 
a contractor of the Atomic Energy Commission at Oak Ridge, Tenn. Our Oak 
Ridge office has made a thorough inquiry into Mr. Hilker’s employment status 
and has furnished us a report of which the following is a summary. 

Commission contractors at Oak Ridge have, in general and over a long period, 
followed the practice of obtaining clearance from the employer involved before 
making an offer to an employee of another contractor. On February 17, 1951, 
Mr. Hilker, who was in charge of construction of one of the K-31 buildings for 
the Maxon Co., traveled to Paducah, Ky., and applied to the F. H. MeGraw Co., 
the Commission’s construction contractor at Paducah, for employment indi- 
cating that the Maxon Co. no longer had need of his services. The McGraw 
Co. accepted Mr. Hilker’s statement of availability and offered him a job at a 
higher salary than he was earning with Maxon. 

When Mr. Hilker returned to Oak Ridge and notified his employer of the Mc- 
Graw Co. offer, the Maxon Co, felt that the offer should have been officially 
cleared with them and they thereupon registered a complaint with the AEC 
manager at Oak Ridge. The manager relayed this complaint to the McGraw 
Co. stating that Maxon had further need of Mr. Hilker’s services and also had 
plans for assigning Mr. Hilker to its permanent key personnel group. On learn- 
ing these facts the MeGraw Co. withdrew the offer of employment which had 
been made to Mr. Hilker. 

As to the circumstances of Mr. Hilker’s presumed availability from his posi- 
tion with the Maxon Co., it is reported that Maxon was proposing to reassign him 
to supervise another construction project in the vicinity of Dayton, Ohio, and had 
established March 26 as the tentative date on which Mr. Hilker could be re- 
leased from the K-31 project and would be expected to take charge of the con- 
struction at Dayton. It is understood that Mr. Hilker made a trip to Dayton 
and looked over the work there, but did not call at the Maxon office; and on 
returning to Oak Ridge wrote a letter to Mr. Lawrence Ohl, vice president of 
the Maxon Co., indicating that he was not interested in the Dayton assignment, 
and then resigned. Following his resignation from his position with Maxon at 
Oak Ridge, it is understood that Mr. Hilker made another visit to the McGraw 
office at Paducah, and was offered employment by the McGraw Co. on two 
other projects than the project at Paducah. 

Mr. R. H. McCulloch of the AEC Oak Ridge Office of Production and Engineer- 
ing had endeavored to make it clear to Mr. Hilker that he had in no sense been 
“blacklisted” on AEC projects. As a matter of record, Mr. McCulloch on March 
9, 1951, advised Mr. K. A. Dunbar, AEC area manager at Paducah, that Mr. 
Hilker had resigned from the Maxon organization, was a valuable man and 
was available to the McGraw Co. However, the McGraw Co. by that time had 
already employed a former McGraw superintendent to fill the position which 
they had offered to Mr. Hilker on February 17. 

_ On March 26, Mr. Hilker joined a construction organization, headed by Mr. 
Carl 8. Helrich, which is performing essential construction work on a lump sum 
contract in the Y-12 area of Oak Ridge. If you desire further information re- 
garding any of the circumstances outlined above, please let us know, and we 
will endeavor to supply it. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar SMITH, 
Deputy Director, Organization and Personnel. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
June 20, 1949. 
Mr. Feira H. Ho.sroox, 
104 West Tennessee Avenue, 
Oak Ridge, Tenn. 

Dear Mr. Hoi_srook: Senator McMahon has referred your recent telegrams to 
me for reply. Due to the length of the record involved in your case and the 
heavy press of work in connection with the current joint committee investigation 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, I have not been able to respond as quickly 
as I would have preferred; and I want to apologize for the delay. 

After weighing the facts and consulting with other committee staff members, 
I regret to say that I cannot conscientiously recommend to the chairman that 
the committee itself review your case. My reasons are as follows: 

The committee is now deeply engaged in business of national importance. 
Even if it were to review your case, it has no legal power—in the event that it 
agreed with your contentions—to require the Commission to reinstate you. 
Through its staff, moreover, the committee has already given your case careful 
attention. Staff members have followed the case closely for many months; I 
have conversed with you personally on two occasions; numerous inquiries have 
been made to the Commission; and the committee staff may have been instru- 
mental in expediting the final decision rendered by the Commission's General 
Manager. 

Apart from these factors, you have been accorded all the rights due you under 
the civil service laws, including appeal to the Civil Service Commission. The 
manager of Oak Ridge operations has personally and extensively reviewed the 
case. The General Manager has likewise reviewed your situation, assisted by a 
three-man committee appointed from among the Commission’s Washington 
personnel, 

Considering the exhaustive procedure which has been followed and consider- 
ing the multiple opportunities afforded you to plead your case, I can only con- 
clude that you have received the administrative equivalent of due process of 
law. Furthermore, the Commission’s decision has evidence to support it and 
is certainly not capricious or clearly erroneous. Under the circumstances, I 
think it would be anomalous for a congressional committee—whose main inter- 
est is broad policy—to concern itself with this particular case to the extent 
of holding hearings. Your recourse, if any, seems to lie with the Civil Service 
Commission and with the courts. These, in contrast to the legislative branch 
of Government, are organizationally equipped to evaluate individual grievances. 

I am sorry to feel compelled to write this letter, but I very much hope you 
will appreciate the reasons which dictate my conclusion, 

Sincerely yours, 
WiiuiaM L. Borpen, 
Executive Director. 


OAK RIDGE BUS FARES 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Jornt COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
July 5, 1950. 


Mr. J. D. Ercer, 
President, Atomic Trades and Labor Council, 
Oak Ridge, Tenn. 

Dear Mr. Ercer: This is in reference to your letter of June 12, 1950, to Senator 
Hickenlooper regarding changes in bus services and fares at Oak Ridge put into 
effect on June 5. The Senator referred your letter to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy for reply. 

According to information furnished by the Atomic Energy Commission, the fare 
and route changes which were effected on June 5 were made in the interest of 
economy. They will serve to reduce the subsidy which the United States Gov- 
ernment annually pays for the operation of the Oak Ridge bus system. The 
American Industrial Transit, Inc., operates under a fixed-fee contract and will 
gain nothing from the rate increases and service changes. 

The zone system established at Oak Ridge on June 5 is considered by the 
Commission to be comparable to commuter service in effect in most cities where 
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travel outside the city limits requires the payment of an additional fare. The 
20 new 27-passenger busses, which were put into operation at Oak Ridge on 
June 5, are expected to result in greater economy of operation. The replace- 
ment of the old busses which have been in operation since the end of the war 
will continue through the fiscal year 1951. 

The sharp reduction in passenger loads on express runs is cited by the Atomic 
Energy Commission as the reason for discontinuance of such service. A study 
of transportation service to the plant areas in effect prior to recent schedule 
changes developed the following facts: Busses traveling 8 routes to the plant 
areas made 442 trips per day. Mileage for these routes totaled 4,223 per day. 
The average number of passengers per bus trip was 17. Capacity of the busses 
in operation at the time was 37. The cost of transporting a passenger to the 
plant area was 46.5 cents. 

It is necessary for the AIT to operate four times as many busses during rush 
hours as during the rest of the day. In a normal city, according to the Commis- 
sion, the increase in busses required during peak-load hours is seldom more than 
twice the normal-hours requirement. In addition, there, is no turn-over of 
passengers during the plant runs, and the low density of population along the 
routes serve to increase costs. 

Bus operating costs at Oak Ridge are said to be comparable with the per-mile 
costs of similar operations elsewhere. However, the revenues per mile have 
been, and will continue to be, below those received by other bus systems. On 
July 1, 1948, when bus fares were increased to 10 cents cash, the number of 
passengers decreased 19.7 percent. A like decrease is expected as a result of the 
June 5, 1950, fare increase. 

The total estimated cost for operation of the Oak Ridge bus system during 
fiscal year 1950 is $1,233,299. The total estimated revenue for the same period 
is $439,050, and the net estimated subsidy which must be paid by the Federal 
Government is $794,729. In fiscal year 1951 the estimates are: Total cost, 
$1,071,355 ; total revenue, $454,982; and net subsidy (or loss), $616,373. Plant 
runs account for 70.2 percent of the total operating expenses. City transporta- 
tion accounts for the balance, or 29.8 percent, of total costs. 

Thank you for contacting the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILitAM L. Borpen, 
Erecutive Director. 


RACE RELATIONS AT HANFORD 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1950. 
Mr. WILLIAM BORDEN, 
Executive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear BILL: I am enclosing self-explanatory correspondence from the Seattle 
Urban League. 
As you will note, they have made the suggestion that the Commission employ 
a specially qualified person as a member of the staff at the Hanford plant to 
specialize in race relations problems. I believe precedent has been established 
for 9 a policy by the Public Housing Administration, among other Federal 
agencies, 
I will appreciate it if you will take up with the Commission the possibility of 
the same being done at the Hanford plant and let me know their reaction. 
Best regards. 
Sincerely yours, 
,»Henry M. Jackson, M. C. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
May 2, 1950. 
Representative Henry M. JACKSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. JACKSON : As you requested, we have inquired into the ABC's policy on 
race relations problems and its attitude on the possibility of appointing a special- 
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ist in this field to serve at Richland. The present status of the racial problem 
in the so-called tri-city area is as follows: 

1. Kennewick.—Kennewick has a city ordinance prohibiting Negroes from 
staying within the town boundaries after sundown. Therefore, no Negroes 
live in Kennewick but they may shop and go to restaurants and theaters 
during the day. 

2. Pasco.—Some Negroes live in Pasco and attend the Pasco school but 
local custom interferes with their shopping, entering theaters, and patron- 
izing restaurants there. Apparently local feeling exists to the effect that 
although they live in Paseo, they should shop and attend theaters and 
restaurants in Kennewick. 

3. Richland.—No Negroes live in Richland. It appears that the Manhattan 
District had a policy of not hiring Negroes in connection with operating the 
plants and this reason, as well as the housing shortage and the customs of 
the surrounding area, is said to account for the absence of Negroes in 
Richland. 

4. North Richland.—The construction camp known as North Richland 
includes some Negroes who live in a segregated area. Apparently this segre- 
gation arose during the war and there are no formal AEC rules or regula- 
tions governing the matter. 

Prof. Joseph Lohman of Chicago University, chairman of the Illinois State 
Board of Correction, adviser to the Secretary of Interior, and a recognized expert 
in the field of racial relations, was recently asked by the Commission to visit 
each atomic energy installation and to counsel and advise with both community 
officers and contractors. Mr, Edwin Felker of the AEC Washington Personnel 
staff (an assistant to Mr. Fletcher Waller, Director of Organization and Per- 
sonnel) accompanied Professor Lohman throughout the entire series of visits 
and they both reesmmended that plans for improving race relations be based 
upon influence, example, and education rather than upon more radical measures. 
After Professor Lohman and Mr. Felker visited Hanford in January 1950, the 
names of some Negroes have been submitted to the FBI for investigation and one 
has been cleared for work as a messenger with the prospect of becoming a clerk. 
This individual evidently lives in Pasco. 

All AEC contracts contain fair employment-practice provisions in accordance 
with Presidential Executive Order 9346, as amended on May 27, 1945. In ac- 
cordance with the provisions of a further Executive Order 9980, the Commis- 
sion has appointed Mr. Fletcher Waller as fair employment officer for the 
AEC. Each manager and deputy manager of the operations offices has been 
designated as deputy fair employment officer; thus, Mr. Fred Schlemmer and 
Mr. David Shaw, manager and deputy manager of the Hanford operations 
office are deputy fair employment officers for the Hanford area. They have the 
benefit of advice and counsel from their local personnel officers. 

The Commission appears to feel that these officials and their counterparts 
at the other installations constitute adequate machinery for meeting the prob- 
lem, that they are actively’ and sincerely working to improve the situation, and 
that the appointment of a specialist is not indicated at the present time. Mr. 
Waller advises that acts of discrimination are alleged to have taken place but 
that to date, neither he nor the Hanford office has been able to secure particulars 
or to discover any specific and concrete instances. Mr. Waller stated that if 
anyone has information on this score, he and the people at Hanford would wel- 
come particulars so that appropriate action could be taken. 

The AEC personnel whom we contacted in response to your inquiry represent 
that they are sincerely concerned about the problem, that they regard it as 
important, and that they are striving to the best of their ability to eliminate it. 

Sincerely yours, 

Wiitram L. Borpen, Erecutive Director. 


P. S.—You no doubt recall that section 5 (g) of the Fair Employment Prac- 
tices Act, as passed by the House, exempts the AEC from the effect of the act’s 
provisions. 


SEATTLE CHAPTER, AMERICAN CIvit Li RertTIES UNION, 
Seattle 2, Wash., August 29, 1950. 
Mr. WILLIAM Borpen, 
Erecutive Director, Joint Committec on Atomic Energy. 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Borven: This communication is somewhat garbled, yet I hope you 
can put the pieces together. 
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I, as a representative of the Seattle chapter of the American Civil Liberties 
Union, recently wrete to the city clerk of the city of Kennewick to inquire if 
they had any ordinances prohibiting Negroes in the city after nightfall or any 
ordinances prohibiting Negroes from owning any property in the city. 

I received a reply from Marjorie A. Miller, city clerk of the city of Kenne- 
wick, denying that any such ordinances were in effect. 

I communicated this information to Warren Morgans, attorney here in the 
Public Housing Administration, and he directed my attention to a letter from 
you to Representative Henry M. Jackson of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. This letter was dated May 2, 1950, and I understand that the letter 
indicates that your investigation, or the investigation of your committee, indi- 
cated that the city of Kennewick does have a city ordinance preventing Negroes 
from staying in the city after sundown. 

I am writing to you to determine if such were the contents of your letter 
of May 2, 1950, to Hénry Jackson, and, if that be so, if you could shed any light 
on this apparent discrepancy. 

I thank you for your interest and cooperation in this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
KENNETH A. MacDONALp, 
Erecutive Seeretary. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
September 21, 1950. 
Mr. Kenneth A. MacDOoNatp, . 
Precutive Secretary, American Civil Liberties Union, 
Seattle 2, Wash. 

Drak Mr. MacDona.p: Replying to your letter of August 29, 1950, regarding the 
alleged ordinance in the city of Kennewick, I find that I have indeed been mis- 
informed-——and I appreciate your calling this matter to our attention. 

* * * Apparently both Washington and Hanford officials have accepted as 
law that which is only local custom. The Commission secured its information 
from Kennewick residents, who seemed firm in their belief that an ordinance 
barring Negroes from the town after sundown actually existed—even to the 
point of referring to the “sundown ordinance.” * * *° 

Iam sorry the misinformation was contained in my letter, * * * and again 
thanks to you for stimulating me to get the true facts. * * * 

Sincerely yours, 
WitiraM L. Borpen, Precutive Director. 


HANFORD TRUCK PURCHASES 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Jornt CoMMITTrEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
April 5, 1951. 
Mr. Gorpon Dean, 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Dean: The press today carries a story to the effect that the Atomic 
Energy Commission purchased trucks for the Hanford project which had been 
owned by the Government and had been sold as surplus for a sum much less 
than the Commission paid for them. 

Please give me the facts on this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
Brien McManon, Chairman, 


ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 5, 1951. 

Dear Senator McManon: We are in receipt of your letter requesting the facts 
concerning the purchase by the AEC, in the spring of 1948, of a number of trucks 
for use of our Hanford Operations Office. The facts are as follows: 

In the construction program at the Hanford Operations Office during 1948 and 
1949 there developed urgent requirements, in order to meet extremely tight con- 
struction schedules, for a large number of heavy-duty dump trucks and transit 
mix trucks. 
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On February 10, 1948, the General Electric Co., the Commission's contractor, 
requested that the Hanford Operations Office procure the following: 175, 4- to 5- 
ton, dump trucks for immediate delivery and 75 additional for delivery in 1949; 
125 transit mix trucks and an additional 50 for 1949 delivery. 

On April 9, 1948, these requirements, because of increasing pressure to get 
the construction project well under way, were stepped up to: 306 dump trucks 
for immediate delivery and 75 additional for 1949 delivery; 125 transit mix 
trucks for immediate delivery with 120 additional for 1949. 

The Hanford Operations Office contacted all customary sources and had been 
able to secure only 99 heavy-duty dump trucks and 68 transit mix trucks. None 
of the remaining requirements could be supplied by any Government agency in- 
cluding the military. Delivery through standard commercial sources could not 
be made in time to meet Hanford Operations Office delivery requirements. 

On April 13, 1948, William J. Morrell, Chief of the AEC Supply Branch, re- 
ceived a telephone call from Schnitzer Bros., Inc., of Portland, Oreg., offering 
for sale certain heavy construction equipment which they had obtained as 
war surplus in the Philippines and stating that they knew where there were 
available 400 Diamond T dump trucks and 169 White and Corbett trucks, 6-ton, 
6 by 6 chassis. Schnitzer Bros. wrote on April 24, 1948, informing AEC that 
these trucks were in the possession of Green Bros. in Los Angeles who had 
agreed to hold them for AEC but that it would be necessary to move fast as 
the demand for the equipment was very great since the removal of the resale 
prohibition in this country. AEC wired Schnitzer on April 26, 1948, agreeing 
to take the trucks subject to inspection. The Federal Bureau of Supply was 
immediately contacted to determine whether they would buy the trucks for AEC. 
FBS decided that AEC should handle the negotiations direct with the supplier. 
An AEC representative then went to Los Angeles and negotiated with Green 
Bros. for $3,400 each for the heavy-duty dump trucks and $3,900 each for the 
White trucks. The General Electric Co. sent a shop superintendent and five 
truck mechanics to inspect the trucks. A thorough test was made by driving 
each vehicle and 208 were approved for immediate shipment. The balance of 
150 trucks were inspected by the Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles district. 

A total of 358 trucks were purchased from Green Bros. There were 208 
heavy duty Diamond-T, 6 by 6, 4- to 5-ton, 4 cubie yard dump trucks at $3,400 
each, and 150 White, Model 666, 6 by 6, United States Army type heavy-duty 
trucks at $3,900 each. The total cost of the 358 trucks was $1,292,200. 

Prior to negotiating with Green Bros. a quotation was requested on 100 White 
trucks of a similar capacity to those procured as indicated above. Gale Bros. 
of Yakima, Wash., local distributors of White trucks, quoted $8,510.39 each, 
f. o. b. Richland, Wash., with deliveries to start 6 weeks from date of award and 
eight units per week thereafter. The Bureau of Yards and Docks shipped us 80, 
4- to 5-ton heavy-duty Diamond-T trucks at a cost of $7,010.79 each, f. o. b. 
Richland, Wash. 

A comparison of prices as set forth below indicates that the purchase of these 
trucks from the Green Bros. resulted in a net saving of approximately $1,000,000 
in addition to securing delivery at a time when delivery was critical to the Han- 
ford construction program. 


Diamond-T, 4 to 5 tons 
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In the selection of vehicles, it was understood that some repair work would 
have to be done by Hanford before they could be put into operation. This repair 
was needed primarily because a considerable length of time had expired since 
the trucks had last been used. The estimated repairs at the time of purchase 
was $300 per vehicle. An actual report on the cost of such repair revealed that 
the average expenditure was $228.29 per truck before they were placed in service. 

Morris Green, president, Green Bros., in a letter dated May 1, 1948, addressed 
to the Atomic Energy Commission, Richland, Wash., stated that: “Trucks were 
purchased by the firm from the Philippine Government, and we were permitted to 
sell the same under Order No. FLC, regulation 8, order 6, issued on page 2262, 
part 8508, as published in the United States Federal Register, dated April 27, 
1948.” An examination of the Federal Register, as of the date mentioned, veri- 
ties this statement. Representatives of the AEC did not participate in securing 
the issuance of this order. 

After these trucks had been delivered, but prior to payment therefor, a question 
arose as a result of a complaint filed by the administratrix of the estate of one 
Joseph Freeman, alleging that Mr. Freeman was a partner of Green Bros., con- 
cerning the sufficiency of the vendors’ title. Payment for the trucks was with- 
held pending investigation of certain facts relating to the complaint by the as- 
sistant general counsel of Hanford Operations Office, who concluded that the 
existence of such a partnership if proved, would not affect AEC making payment 
to Green Bros. To furnish additional protection to the Government, however, 
the following were obtained by Hanford Operations Office from Green Bros. : 

1. Bond in the amount of $150,000, conditioned against loss to the Gov- 
ernment arising out of any defect in Green Bros.’ title, or arising out of 
interference in our title to these trucks. The surety on this bond is the 
Continental Casualty Co., an approved surety, and the amount thereof is 
equal to the amount of Freeman's claim. 

2. Indemnity agreement executed by Green Bros. Enterprises, Inc.. and 
by all the stockholders thereof and their wives, indemnifying the Govern- 
ment in the full amount of any loss arising out of this purchase. This in- 
demnity agreement contains certain warranties and representations which 
had been sworn to by the parties. 

The vouchers were then approved for payment. The General Accounting Office 
is developing certain information for the use of the Bonner subcommittee, and 
we have forwarded to that office photostatic copies of the contract, modifications 
thereto, and payment vouchers relating to the contract. 

I trust that this furnishes you with the information you desire. 

Sincerely yours, 

Unitep States AtoMic ENERGY CoMMISSION, 
Gorpon DEAN, Chairman. 
Hon. Brren McCMAHon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 


HANFORD LABOR POLICY 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
May 7, 1951. 
Mr. Marion Boyer, ° 
General Manager, Atomic Energy Commission, 
1901 Constitution Avenue, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borer: A member of this committee has received the attached “ob- 
servations” from the Hanford Atomic Metals Trades Council on General Electric 
Co.’s attitude toward organized labor and collective bargaining. 

As you will note, two references are made to AEC: One, on its labor specialists 
at Hanford, and the other, to refusal to grant access to restricted areas for non- 
employee union officials. 

I would appreciate receiving any comment which the AEC would care to make 
on this situation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Haro_p BereMAn, 
Acting Executive Director. 
Enclosure, 
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Accordingly, the council presents herewith its general impressions regarding 
the matter. 

The first observation which the council has to make is fundamental, i. e., the 
General Electrie Co., AEC’s prime contractor at Hanford, has never demonstrated 
genuine acceptance of collective bargaining as a normal and desirable process. 
Thus, it is that the company often refuses to accept council conclusions concern- 
ing a given condition of employment as final. Rather, the company frequently 
attempts to ge over the head of the union so as to appeal to employees indi- 
vidually. This is not to be understood as a council Complaint that the company 
dees not always agree with the unions.as to working conditions at Hanford. It 
is meant to be a statement of the council's disapproval of the company’s refusal 
to genuinely and consistently recognize it as the sole and exclusive bargaining 
agent for some 3,200 Hanford workers. 

Tactics of the type condemned were much in evidence during the council's at- 
tempt to gain a satisfactory wage adjustment for its people late in 1950. During 
such period the company, at Government expense, mounted a large scale publicity 
campaign including full page advertisements and radio programs in support of 
a2 proposed wage increase which the council had rejected as inadequate. The fact 
of the council’s dissatisfaction with the offer proves nothing since it is not the 
exclusive author of wages at Hanford. However, it is strongly believed by union 
people here that any persuasion by the company toward acceptance of its views 
on the matter should have been directed at the labor organizations and not at 
individual employees and the general public. The latter were not proper parties 
to the discussions according to the accepted rationale giving rise to Federal en- 
couragement of collective bargaining. 

The council is not alone in drawing attention to General Electric's failure to 
follow the presently prevailing view that collective bargaining and the things 
it produces are good for our Nation. The following remarks appeared on page 33 
of the April 3 issue of The Reporter, national news magazine : 

“Labor believes that American industry is divided inte two camps—one in- 
cluding General Motors, that wants to keep peace with labor and get on with 
production; the other, with General Electric as ringleader, that wants to wipe out 
the accepted collective bargaining practices of the last decade. Among the damn- 
ing evidence labor has assembled are two newsletters that the corporation has 
circulated among its executives. 

“In letters dated February 12 and 19, 1951, the company made a series of sug- 
gestions, Which if put into effect would wipe out some of labor’s most important 
gains since 1933. The letters say that there is ‘only one way’ to settle the problem 
of escalator clauses, namely, ‘by ruling (them) out’: that pension and insurance 
programs are ‘troublesome’; that the Walsh-Healey and Bacon-Davis Acts which 
require minimum wage standards for all Government work ‘are no longer nec- 
essary in the slightest’; that payment of time and one-half for overtime presents 
‘an inflation and taxation difficulty’; that there should be disciplinary penalties 
against workers for ‘sporadic interruptions to defense or civilian production.’ 
The appointment of labor officials to Government posts is opposed because, in 
view of their ‘lifelong career’ of interfering with production, they are not ‘very 
useful * * * inthe general art of increasing it.’ ” 

It is clear that General Electric has the legal right to take the above-described 
positions and carry out labor policy accordingly. It is equally clear that labor 
at Hanford and at other General Electric installations will bitterly resent 
the situation. In such an atmosphere industrial relations can hardly be exem- 
plary. It is impossible for a labor organization to think in terms of long-range 
cooperation with a management which consistently evidences its opinions that 
the union is a cross to bear rather than its partner in production. That is to 
say, unions preocenpied with organizational survival in the face of management 
opposition cannot be expected to pour oil on troubled waters in the interests 
of mdustrial harmony. Until the company gives concrete assurance that it 
regards the unions at Hanford as its mediums of communication with employees 
and that it has no desire to alter such an arrangement, the labor relations atmos- 
phere here wil! continue to be unhealthy and not conducive to the mutual under- 
standing and good will between employer and the employed which is necessary 
to a well-adjusted industrial operation. 

The council would also like to voice its opinion as to the role of AEC’s labor 
specialists at Hanford. As the council understands it, such people are to expe- 
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dite the production of the plutonium by helping to establish a harmonious man- 
agement-labor relationship at the project. However, they are to be “neutral” 
observers so far as routine disputes between the company and the unions are 
concerned and thus it is altogether improper for them to cooperate with one 
party to the exclusion of the other. In the council's opinion this precept is 
not followed at Hanford. As it appears to the council, ARC and General Elec- 
tric are frequently in league to promote policies established by the company 
and opposed by organized labor. This is not to say that AEC directly and openly 
intervenes in Hanford labor matters nor is the observation made without recog- 
nition of the necessity of close cooperation between AEC and its prime con- 
tractor. However, anyone familiar with the union situation at this installation 
must be of the opinion that the Commission's labor people get their information 
from the company because they almost never communicate with the labor organ- 
izations. In other words, it is the council's conviction that the Government 
cannot gain the true picture of labor relations at Hanford if the views of organ- 
ized labor are not Within the knowledge of its agents. It would appear that 
promotion of good industrial relations cannot be served by those who have such 
a limited awareness of possible trouble spots inherent in a given situation. While 
this complaint is not considered of the highest importance, it also indicates the 
view that unions here are not considered truly impertant to the job at hand. 

Another point the unions often discuss has to do with admission of union 
business agents to the barricaded areas. As matters now stand, the company 
and AEC have refused to clear nonemployee union officers for admission to the 
production areas. This is often a severe handicap in the bargaining process. 
It is true that union stewards are present on the job, but stewards are primarily 
employees, and secondarily union agents. The company frequently sends its. 
union relations personnel into the field to look into a particular problem although 
its supervision, like stewards, is in a position to report on the matter without 
special assistance. Perhaps the insinuation posed by the barring of union 
leaders from the restricted area to the effect that such people are not to be 
trusted causes a goed share of the resent:nent resulting from such e- clusion, This 
also indicates to the unious that they are considered stepchildren by the powers 
that be at this installation. In any event the barrier imposed between union 
people and their representatives is a sore spot indeed. Its removal would go 
a considerable way toward bettering management-union relations at Hanford. 

In summary, the council feels very strongly that a basic recommendation of 
President's Commission on Labor Relations in the Atomic Energy Installations 
is not being followed at Hanford due General Electric’s disagreement therewith. 
Such recommendation reads as follows: 

“That in all Government-owned, privately operated atomic energy installations 
in which representatives bave been chosen by the workers and lawfully desig- 
nated, or recognized by management, management and union cooperate to inte- 
grate the union into the plant organization as a two-way channel of communi- 
cation and a medium of understanding between management and workers.” (4, 
e, of the Commission’s Report.) 

The above remarks represent the council's basie observations as to the Han- 
ford labor scene. A number of ills stem from the deficiencies described. The 
council holds no hope for their immediate resolution due to General Electric's 
publicly announced policy against collective bargaining as the term is commonly 
understood. This is not to say that. the unions are unable to represent their 
people at Hanford. Federal law guarantees that they will not be ignored. 
However, bargaining takes place in an atmosphere of suspicion, tension, ete. 
Clearly this situation is not good particularly in an atomic-energy installation. 
However, it will prevail so long as General Electric persists in regarding labor 
organizations as necessary evils rather than essential elements of industrial 
accomplishment. 





UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C... June 12, 1951 
Mr. Writiam L. Borpen, 
Erecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomie Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: This is in reply to Mr. Bergman’s letter of May 7. attach 
ing a copy of a communication from Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Coun-il 
received by a member of the joint committee. 
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The observations in the letter are generally critical of practices of both the 
General Electric Co. and the Atomic Energy Commission in the area of labor- 
management relations. We believe that our comments should be limited to 
those portions of the observations which go to AEC’s role in labor-management 
relationships, since it would appear to be beyond the scope of your request to 
review the contractor’s labor policies. 

On the second page of the communication quoted, the writer expresses a 
sxeneral opinion that AEC’s labor staff at Hanford maintains a close liaison with 
contractor representatives but almost never communicates with the labor organ- 
izations; this to the detriment of good industrial relations. This kind of criti- 
cism has been troublesome to the AEO in the past. We believe it results to a 
creat extent from the kind of management relationship between AEC and its 
contractors. The contract between AEC and the General Electric Co, at Han- 
ford calls for contractor operation of Government-owned facilities. ABC su- 
pervision of the operation creates a relationship which does not have a parallel 
in ARC’s contacts with the organizations of the company’s employees. The 
Commission's stated labor policy is to keep Government supervision and the 
resulting effect on free collective bargaining to the minimum consistent with a 
full discharge of its over-all program responsibilities. Among these responsi- 
bilities is the review of labor expenditure by the General Electric Co. While 
the company and the union jointly determine wages and other working condi- 
tions for employees within the bargaining unit, it is the contractor who is re- 
sponsible directly to AEC. This makes it difficult for the AEC staff to have the 
same relationship with the unions as with the company. 

There are other contractual requirements which nec essitate communication 
between Government labor specialists and contractor representatives, These 
include obligations of General Electric Co. to AEC pursuant to applicable Fed- 
eral labor statutes. 

One of the major AEC responsibilities in the area of labor-management rela- 
tiens is to assure continuity of operations. In order to carry out this responsi- 
bility, it is necessary to keep informed of facts which might jeopardize continu- 
ation of production. It is provided in the primary contract between General 
Blectric Co. and ABC that “whenever an actual or potential labor dispute is 
delaying or threatens to delay the timely performance of the contract, the 
contractor will immediately give notice thereof to the contracting officer. Such 
notice should include all relevant information with respect to such dispute.” 
In conformance with these contractual provisions, the General Electric Co. 
furnishes complete current information pertainng to such disputes to the Com- 
mission. Although no similar obligation exists with respect to Hanford Atomic 
Metal Trades Council, AEC is interested in such information from labor organi- 
zations as will enable our staff to gain full perspective of a labor dispute. 

The union's observations also refer to an alleged company and AEC refusal 
to clear nonemployee union officials for admission to production areas and a 
resulting imposed barrier between union people and their representatives. 

Security requirements of the program have posed some unusual problems in 
the area of collective bargaining. It is not possible to provide the kind of free- 
dom of plant access sometimes found in other industries. 

The policy of the Hanford operations office has been to control the issuance 
of permanent identification passes to employees regularly assigned to the Han- 
word works. Visitors are normally accompanied by an appropriate escort. The 
Commission has recently codified its policy in respect to clearance of union 
representatives. This codification of policy is contained in a new bulletin on 
security polices as they affect collective bargaining. A copy of this bulletin is 
enclosed. Your attention is invited to paragraph 5. We believe that the 
bulletin will be helpful in alleviating any inhibitions to collective bargaining 
which may have existed by reason of security restrictions. 

Sincerely yours, 
Watters J. WriiaMs, 
For M. W. Boyer, 
General Manager. 
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U. S. Aromic EnerGy CoMMISSION 


Bulletin 
GM-187 * 


Security Policies AFFECTING COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
SEcuRITY POLICIES AND PRACTICES IN THE AREA OF LAaBorR RELATIONS 


For: Principal Staff, Washington Managers of Operations 
Ref: AEC Staff Papers 411, 411/1 


1. Purpose.—The purpose of this bulletin is to codify ABC security policies 
in the area of labor-management relations, and to provide for coordination and 
uniformity of the policies and practices that appear most appropriate in the 
light of experience. 

2. General Policy Objectives in the Areas of Labor-Management Relations.— 
Established policy objectives of the Atomic Energy Commission’ in respect to 
labor relations are: 

(a) Wholehearted acceptance by contractors and by labor and its representa- 
tives of the moral responsibility inherent in participation in the atomic energy 
program ; 

(b) Development of procedures to assure (1) that all participants in the pro- 
gram are loyal to the United States including those whose participation involves 
the exercise of negotiating and disciplinary authority over bargaining units, 
and (2) that determination of unit, jurisdiction, and similar questions will not 
breach security ; 

(ec) Continuity of production at vital AEC installations ; 

(ad) Consistent with the Conmission’s responsibility under the law, the least 
possible governmental interference with the efficient management expected from 
the AEC contractors; 

(ce) Minimum interference with the traditional rights and privileges of Ameri- 
can labor. 

On all matters of security at all Government-owned, privately operated atomic 
energy installations, the Atomic Energy Commission retains absolute and final 
authority, and neither the security rules nor their administration are matters 
for collective bargaining between management and labor. Insofar as AEC 
security regulations affect the collective bargaining process, the security policies 
and regulations will be made known to both parties. To the fullest cxtent 
feasible the Commission will consult with representatives of management and 
labor in formulating security rules and regulations that affect the collective 
bargaining process. . 

3. Policies and Procedures in regard to NLRB Proceedings.—AEC policy re- 
garding the processing of National Labor Relations Board cases at atomic energy 
installations (against the background of the initial NLRB proceedings at Oak 
Ridge authorized by the Secretary of War on a trial basis in March 1946) was 
set forth in a letter dated September 27, 1948, from the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission to the National Labor Relations Board.’ This letter withdrew the 
Commission’s earlier request that NLRB refrain from affirmative action in cases 
involving atomic energy projects; advised NLRB that the Commission fully 
approved the principle of Board proceedings at its installations in cases falling 
within the scope of the Labor Management Relations Act; requested that NLRB 
clear each case as it arose with local AEC representatives in order that security 
considerations might be carefully reviewed; and expressed the Commission’s 
hope that conditions would eventually allow the same freedom of procedures 
that exists in other industries. The letter also stated the “settled policy” of 
the Atomic Energy Commission “that the atomic energy facilities be operated in 
a manner best calculated to assure that those who participate in the pro.cram 
are loyal to the United States, ineluding those who, though not employees of 
contractors, exercise administrative, negotiating and disciplinary authority over 
such employees of contractors as are members of union bargaining units.” 

(a) Normal Processing of Cases.—Based on the above, and on experience with 
NLRB proceedings since September 1948, it is the policy of the Commission that 





1 Issuance Date: my A 8, 1951. 

2“Report on Labor Problems Relating to Continuity of Production in the AEC Program” 
submitted to the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy, January 16, 1948. 
2a letter is reproduced in Appendix 9 of the Fifth Semiannual Report, issued January 
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NLRB cases falling within the scope of the Labor-Management Relations Act 
at the various atomic energy installations should be conducted in normal fashion 
wherever possible, on the basis of open hearings, unclassified records and pub 
lished decisions. This policy does not preclude adoption of special arrangements 
which may be required for reasons of program security at any stage of the pro- 
ceedings in particular areas. 

(b) Consent Elections.—In accordance with the recommendation of the Presi- 
dent’s Commission on Labor Relations in the Atomic Energy Installations, it 
is the policy of the Commission to encourage every effort by management and 
labor at atomic energy installations to determine bargaining units and repre- 
sentatives by agreement and consent elections in preference to contested pro- 
ceedings before the National Labor Relations Board. 

(c) Panel of Cleared NLRB Trial Raeaminers.—By agreement with the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board, a panel of cleared NLRB trial examiners is main- 
tained to facilitate resolution of questions as to the materiality of classified in- 
formation in NLRB hearings, and to facilitate preparation of an unclassified 
record. All necessary arrangements with the National Labor Relations LDoard 
for the maintenance of this panel will be made by the AEC labor relations staff 
in Washington. The assignment of individual trial examiners to atomic energy 
“ases remains a matter within the discreton of the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

(d) Clearance of counsel.—It is recognized that clearance of counsel for the 
parties is sometimes desirable for proper preparation of a case even though the 
record is to be unclassified. Clearance of counsel makes possible their participa- 
tion in any closed discussions needed preparatory to making an unclassified 
record. Each party is responsible for requesting clearance of its counsel well in 
advance so that clearance requirements will not delay the proceeding. ‘The clear- 
ances of temporary special counsel will be terminated on completion of the pro- 
ceeding. The local AEC personnel office will notify the security office of the date 
the proceeding is completed. 

(e) Clearance of national union representatives.—-It appears desirable that a 
limited number of cleared union representatives be available for consultation 
in the event of a special emergency. Since any such emergency would be handled 
at the national level, a limited number of national representatives (to be deter- 
mined by AEC staff after consultation with the national federations) may be 
cleared for each national federation active in the representation of employees on 
Classified atomic energy work. Arrangements preliminary to the clearance of 
such representatives will be handled by Washington staff. 

(f) APRC’s role in proceedings.—If controversies within the scope of the Labor 
Management Relations Agt arise which cannot be adjusted by mutual agreement, 
and contested proceedings before NLRB result, each party to such proceedings 
will present his own position and the evidence in support thereof with due regard 
for existing security rules. AEC will be continuously informed of the progress 
of such proceedings and will act as may appear desirable (1) to assure the 
protection of classified information; (2) to assure that material and relevant 
information is not withheld from the record on grounds of security if such infor- 
mation can be supplied in unclassified form: and (3) to assist in determining 
appropriate action where a decision may turn on data which can be expressed 
only, in classified form. 

4. Certification of Representative—(a) Security proviso.—The National Labor 
Relations Board has adopted the following proviso in certifications of representa- 
tives for workers at atomic energy installations: ‘This certification is condi- 
tioned upon compliance, by the certified union, with the security requirements of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, a matter exclusively within the jurisdiction of 
of that Commission.” <A list of the installations where this proviso is to be 
included in certifications of representatives will be furnished to the NLRB and 
kept up to date by the AEC Washington Office. 

(b) Loyalty of Participants.—Loyalty to the United States is a paramount fac- 
tor applicable to all participants in the atomic energy program including those 
whose participation (although not requiring access to restricted data) involves 
the exercise of administrative, negotiating and disciplinary authority over bar- 
gaining units composed of employees engaged on classified work. Any question 
as to the participation of a particular union as the representative of employees 
engaged on classified work should be referred to Washington staff, which will 
initiate any steps necessary to resolution of the question by the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 
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5. Contract Negotiation and Administration—(a) Clearance of certain local 
union representatives.—It is recognized that security clearance of certain union 
representatives Inay be necessary to assure opportunity for effective represen- 
tation of employees in collective bargaining relationships with AEC contractors. 
Accordingly, AEC managers may authorize investigation for “Q” clearance of 
union officials whose functions as representatives of employees may reasonably 
be expected to require access to restricted data (1) under NLRB and other pro- 
cedures according to applicable law (LMRA, 1947); (2) to effectively perform 
their representation functions in the resolution of grievances and in other collec- 
tive bargaining relationships with contractors; (3) to effectuate the recom- 
mendation of the President’s Commission in respect to integration of the union 
into the plant organization “as a two-way channel of communication and a 
medium of understanding between management and workers.” 

In the precontract stage of union-management relations, the requirements of 
the Labor Management Relations Act normally will be the applicable criteria for 
determining which bargaining representatives, if any, will need access to Classi- 
fied material in the exercise of their functions as employee representatives. 
Responsibility for compliance with the Labor Management Relations Act in this 
respect rests with the contractor. 

After a bargaining relationship has been established between the contractor 
and the representatives of its employees, the nature of this relationship and the 
procedures followed in it normally will be the controlling criteria for determina- 
tion of the access to be granted to particular persons in carrying out their 
functions as employee representatives. For example, many contract grievance 
procedures designate by title certain union and management officials who are to 
have definite roles in the resolution of grievances under the procedure. Investi- 
gation for “Q” clearance will normally be in order for such officials, both com- 
pany and union, employee and nonemployee. In addition, persons not so desig- 
nated may be investigated for clearance where the company and the union advise 
the AEC manager that their established relationships contemplate access for 
such persons. 

Requests for investigation for clearance of nonemployee representatives will 
be subject to AEC approval in the same manner as other requests involving 
persons for whom access is desired. Arrangements may be made for the non- 
employee representatives to submit their personnel security questionnaires direct 
to AEC rather than through the contractor. 

(b) AEC Security Interest in Other Representatives.—Full background investi- 
gations will not be requested for union officials for whom access is not required 
under the criteria set forth in paragraph a. above. If such persons are of 
security interest to AEC because of proximity or because they exercise negotiat- 
ing and disciplinary authority over employees, Managers of Operations may 
request checks concerning them through the AEC Division of Security in Wash- 
ington. If derogatory information reflecting upon loyalty or associations con- 
cerning any of these individuals is developed through these checks or through 
other sources a report should be forwarded to the Director of Security in Wash- 
ington together with the recommendation of the Manager. If the Director of 
Security, Washington, determines that the reported derogatory information is 
sufficient to raise a question as to whether such union officials should be per- 
mitted to continue to exercise negotiating and disciplinary authority over the 
employees concerned, efforts will be made to verify the reported information 
and the Commission will afford the individual concerned an opportunity to ex- 
plore the question and may take such further steps as appear appropriate in 
the circumstances. 

(c) Clearance of FM & CS Representatives and of Arhitrators.—lIt is recog- 
nized that it may be desirable to provide for the “Q” clearance of some con- 
ciliators of the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service and of some arhbi- 
trators engaged on cases at the larger atomic energy installations. The purpose 
of such clearance is to make possible a better orientation for these nersons and 
thereby better equip them for handling specific disputes. <A top official of FM 
& CS, who is responsible for coordinating conciliators working on atomic energy 
cases, possesses a “QQ” clearance at the present time. Additional conciliators 
and arbitrators who are regularly assigned to atomic energy cases may be 
processed for “Q” clearance at the discretion of the local AEC manager, either 
on the manager's initiative or at the request of a contractor. 


94564 —-H2 6 
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(A few current labor agreements have carried over a clause from the original 
Oak Ridge contracts providing that in cases involving classified information the 
arbitrator will be selected by the government agency having jurisdiction over 
the project. Where practicable, the parties to such agreements should be re- 
quested to negotiate amendments to the agreements providing for selection of 
arbitrators by the parties themselves or by the Federal Mediation and Con- 
ciliation Service, or by some other procedure not involving direct participation 
by the AEC.) 

6. Security Indoctrination of Nonemployee Representatives —Each AEC office 
should take steps to assure that adequate security indoctrination and training 
is being given to all collective bargaining representatives, both company and 
union, who are to have access to restricted data. 

M. W. Borer, General Manager. 





[Beginning July 1, 1949, the Atomic Energy Commission has been required by 
law to file so-called overrun notices with the joint committee. The law reads 
thus: 

“That no part of this appropriation or contract authorization shall be used— 

“(A) to start any new construction project for which an estimate was not 
included in the budget for the current fiscal year ; 
“(B) to start any new construction project the currently estimated cost 
of which exceeds the estimated cost included therefor in such budget; or 
“(C) to continue any community facility construction project whenever 
the currently estimates cost thereof exceeds the estimated cost included 
therefor in such budget; 
unless the Director of the Bureau of the Budget specifically approves the start 
of such construction project or its continuation and a detailed explanation 
thereof is submitted forthwith by the Director to the Appropriations Committees 
of the Senate and the House of Representatives and the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy; the limitations contained in this proviso shall not apply to any 
construction project the total estimated cost of which does not exceed $500,000 ; 
and, as used herein, the term ‘construction project’ includes the purchase, altera- 
tion, or improvement of buildings, and the term ‘budget’ includes the detailed 
justification supporting the budget estimates: Provided further, That whenever 
the current estimate to complete any construction project (except community 
facilities) exceeds by 15 per centum the estimated cost included therefor in 
such budget or the estimated cost of a construction project covered by clause 
(A) of the foregoing proviso which has been approved by the Director, the 
Commission shall forthwith submit a detailed explanation thereof to the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of the Budget and the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and of the House of Representatives and the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy: Provided further, That the two foregoing provisos shall have no appli- 
cation with respect to technical and production facilities (1) if the Commission 
certifies to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget that immediate construc- 
tion or immediate continuation of construction is necessary to the national 
defense and security, and (2) if the Director agrees that such certification is 
justified.” 

During the period July 1, 1949, through December 31, 1951 (216 fiscal years) 
the AEC filed 60 overrun notices having to do with projects which cost more than 
originally estimated. The aggregate construction cost of all 60 projects was 
$164,000,000, of which $50,000,000 consisted in overruns. Of this $50,000,000, 
some $16,026,000 is attributable to one case, namely, the 234-5 plutonium fabri- 
cation facility at Hanford. Total AEC construction of new plant during the 2% 
fiscal years in question (fiscal 1950, fiscal 1951, and the first half of fiscal 1952) 
amounted to about $1,160,000,000. Thus the amount of those overruns required 
by law to be filed with the joint committee aggregated about 4.3 percent of 
total construction during the period. The AEC filed, in addition, 17 notices of 
new projects involving $23,000,000 not included in the budget estimates con- 
sidered by Congress. The following are three overrun notices selected at random 
from the joint committee’s unclassified files. } 
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OVERRUN NOTICES 


UNITep STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 6, 1950. 
Hon. Barren McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Dear SENATOR McManon: On November 30, 1949, there were transmitted to 
you copies of the justification for a construction project at Hanford, Wash., 
known as the over-all plant telephone project, Docket No. D-50-10, on which 
project the current estimate was in excess of the 1950 budget estimate by more 
than 15 percent. 

We wish to correct an error in the itemization of contingencies and overhead as 
shown in paragraph B 3, page 3. It is also noted that there is a typographical 
error in the narrative explanation on page 4. The amount of overhead was in- 
correctly given as $239,000. This should have been $269,000, as shown on page 
5. This does not in any way affect the intent of the original request or the total 
cost of the project. 

There are submitted herewith two copies of correct pages. It is requested that 
you substitute these pages for the pages in the original submission, We are also 
submitting forthwith these changes to the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives, and the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Sincerely yours, 
UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
DaAvip FE. LALIENTHAL, Chairman. 


3. Cost estimates : 








Budget Directive Current 

estimate | estimate estimate 
Plans and specifications (A-E services) : | $40, 000 7,000 
Construction . . 168, 000 | 239, 000 
Equipment = 907, 000 931, 000 
Contingencies a” 117, 000 18, 000 
Overhead | 315, 000 
Total... $900,000 | 1, 22, 000 1, 550, 000 

| | 
4. Actual costs: 
Costs plus commitments to Oct. 9, 1949: 

ER OT: ee Gs OT ek S RD |e ee a $1, 124, 711 
Overhead____ EE, EA Salen A ND BS ek 239, 054 
IO NE TT Bee ee 1, 3638, 765 


5. Construction schedule : 
Start, October 6, 1948. 
Completion, October 1, 1950. 


C. Basis upon which original budget estimates were made, and previous revisions 
Preliminary plans. 
DD. Progress of project 
1. Date work started : October 6, 1948. 
2. Suspensions (if any) : None. 
3. Percentage completion : Part I, 90 percent ; part II, none. 
4. Estimated completion date: October 1, 1950. 


kK. Detailed explanation of reasons for overrun 

The budget estimate of $900,000, prepared in August 1948, was based on pre- 
liminary plans and was prepared before all the features had been fully evaluated. 

By October 1948, the plans were analyzed and detailed estimates were pre- 
pared. A directive to proceed with construction was issued. The estimated cost 
at that time (in which overhead was not included), and the amount authorized 
by the directive, was $1,232,000. 

The direct costs for the work covered by the original directive (pt. I) are 
now estimated to be $1,120,000, a savings of $112,000 as compared with the 
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directive. The directive estimate, however, did not include provision for over- 
head (indirect manufacturing expense), The amount of overhead chargeable 
to the original scope of work is $269,000, 

In addition, the scope of the project has now been expanded to include items 
not contemplated in the original estimate which accounts for an increase of 
$161,000. The estimate for this work (pt. II) is: 


(a) 152 pair aerial cable from White Bluffs to 100-F area___.....--__ $17, 500 
(b) 303 pair aerial cable from 200 E-W exchange to 200 east____~~_- . 17,000 
(c) 404 pair aerial cable from 200 E-W exchange to 200 west____--~--- 26, 500 
(d) Aerial Trunk cable from B-Y station to White Bluffs exchange____ 34, 000 
no tere ne reed te detitt ohare aia _..... 96, 000 
Engineering fede aee . LE. Ae ye ceeded fon a 7, 000 
Contingencies____—— Li a Abe Re LS apahetan - . 18, 000 
ee ee let M a _. 115, 000 
Overhead__ a seteienaie eamade PPS te HS 46, 000 
Total for new work only (pt. IT) _- ST Tt Re Sete Ay 


Item (a) is made necessary by the expanded use of telephones in the 100-F 
area. The 100—-F aurea originally was a reactor site only. Now the new biology 
laboratory and the experimental animal farm will be located within 100-F area. 
To accomplish this a 152-pair aerial cable is required directly from 100—-F are: 
to the new White Bluffs telephone exchange. 

Item (+) is made necessary by the fact that the new Redox Mock-up Build- 
ing, the hot-testing facilities and the new Redox Building are being added to 
the 200 east area and will also assist in the retirement of the existing telephone 
exchange in 200 east in accordance with the Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Co. 
recommendations, 

Item (c) is made necessary by the extremely acute telephone shortage in the 
200 west area caused by the addition of the 234—5 facilities. This is made ex- 
tremely pressing at present since there are no available telephone circuits to 
serve the Redox construction contemplated early next spring. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE Bupéert, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 21, 1951. 
Hon. Brien MCManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Eneray, United State Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Attachments. 

My Dear SENATOR MCMAnon: The General Appropriation Act, 1951, under the 
heading “Atomic Energy Commission,” requires approval by the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget as a condition to the initiation and continuation of con- 
struction projects by the Atomic Energy Commission under certain circumstances, 

I have today approved a request by the Commission to begin a construction 
project which was not ineInded in the 1951 budget, as follows: 


Cost estimate 


locket 
i + Project title j —— 
1951 budget Current 
7 . ‘ _} — 
A-5I-. High Voltage Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tenn ! $1, 142, 000 


Not included. 


Attached to this letter are two copies of-:an explanatory statement, as re- 
quired by the appropriation proviso. This statement, which was prepared by 
the Atomic Energy Commission, sets forth the need fer the project and justifies 
the cost estimate. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. Lawton, Director. 
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Untrep States Atomic EnerGy COMMISSION 


EXPLANATION FOR PROPOSED PROJECT NOT INCLUDED IN FISCAL YEAR 1951 BUDGET 


Docket No. A—51-6 
{. Basic data 

1. Name of project: High Voltage Laboratory (Van de Graaff Building). 

2. Operations office: Oak Ridge. 

8. Location of project: Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tenn. 

4. Current cost estimate: $1,142,000 (includes cost of laboratory and other 
building equipment but not high voltage machines and auxiliary equipment on 
hand or being separately secured). 

5. Permanent project number: 5-241-0021, “Van de Graaff Building (ORNL).” 

6. Brief description of project: This project covers the construction and 


equipping of a building and installation of high-voltage research equipment. 


The structure will be approximately 130 feet long and 100 feet wide and will con- 
sist of a two-story laboratory section, a high-bay section for the 2 MEV and 5 
MEV Van de Graaff machines, a one-story section for scattering rooms and a 
Cockcroft-Walton machine, and an equipment basement. The building will 
contain approximately 34,650 square feet including a basement area of about 
9,000 square feet. Building construction will include concrete foundation and 
floors and structural steel framing. Outside walls of the high-bay Van de Graaff 
section and the adjoining one-story section will be insulated metal panel siding 
of standard metal coated steel. The remaining exterior walls will be faced with 
4-inch brick backed with 8-inch concrete block. Interior partitions will be of 
metal. Installed equipment will include chemical and physical laboratory equip- 
ment, a 4,000-pound elevator, 20-ton bridge crane and two 1-ton bridge cranes, 

7. Brief outline of justification for project: The Oak Ridge National Labora- 
tory urgently requires data provided through the use of high-voltage machines 
to an extent beyond that which can be obtained from other present sources, in- 
cluding high-voltage installations at other AEC sites or at universities. A 2 MEV 
Van de Graaff machine and a Cockcroft-Walton machine are presently housed in 
an old building. The United States Air Force is transferring to the Commission 
a 5 MEV Van de Graaff machine which is surplus to its needs and in order to 
gain the most efficient utilization of this machine and the two already located 
at Oak Ridge it is desirable to erect a permanent building capable of housing 
all three machines at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory in the X—10 area (lab- 
oratory). The only alternative to this proposal would require the modification 
of an old building in the Y—-12 area, about 10 miles from the main laboraiory, 
at an estimated cost of over $700,000. 

8. Contract data: 

(a) Date of construction directive: Not yet issued. 

(b) Architect-engineer: The Austin Co. under cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contract 
(AT-40-1-Gen-247). 

(c) Construction contractor: Competitive bids on the basis of formal adver- 
tising were received on February 8, 1951, and the low bidder is V. L. Nicholson, 
Knoxville, Tenn. (Because of the unstable condition of the market for con- 
struction supplies and services that has developed since July 1950, it was 
decided to advertise for bids on a lump sum or unit price basis in order to get 
a firm price for construction cost in lieu of accepting the architect-engineer’s 
estimate of total cost.) 

(d) Operating contractor: Carbide and Carbon Chemicals Division, Union 
Carbide & Carbon Corp. (ORNL) under Contract W-7405-Eng—26. ; 

9. Obligation of funds to date: 


ub 2 . eee 0. 
i UG St ae 0. 
gg ee ey $85,000 ($65,000 under the Austin Co. Con- 


tract AT-40-1-Gen-—-247 and $20,000 under 
Carbide Contract W-7405-BPng—26). 
Fiscal year 19§1____....._._.._._.... None to date. 


B. Basic data 


1. Date of estimate: February 8, 1951. 

2. Size: Structure 130 feet by 100 feet with approximately 34,650 square feet 
of floor area, including equipment basement of about 9,000 square feet. 

Special features: A high-bay section is required to house two Van de Graaff 
machines and this section will consist of heavily walled rooms. Installed equip- 
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ment will include laboratory equipment, 20-ton crane, and 4,000-pound elevator. 
Portion of building will be air conditioned. 
8. Cost estimate: 


Plans, specifications, and inspection (the Austin Co., contract 


RR Re eS ae era ee an $85, 000 
Construction of high voltage laboratory (low bid submitted by V. L. 
Nichoteem:, mem vine: ee no eh ha st lcs 916, 986 


Cost of installation of major research equipment and furnishing and 
installing miscellaneous building and service equipment by operat- 
ing contractor. (Does not include cost of high voltage machines 





anh eer GE ne el aa 100, 000 
Allowance for contingencies._._.............____ ALIVE ERAS Sty Cae oe 40, 014 
TOtet Get GO a a Di 1, 142, 000 


4. Unit costs: Construction of high voltage laboratory : $32.96 per square foot. 
5. Construction schedule: Proposed start, March 1, 1951; proposed completion 
date, March 1, 1952, 


C. Detailed justification for project : 

1. This project was not included in the 1951 budget since basic orientation of 
the aircraft nuclear propulsion program had not been worked out at the time 
and it would have been inappropriate to develop this facility in advance of a 
definitive program. 

2. Existing facilities are inadequate to achieve desired results for the follow- 
ing reasons: 

The Oak Ridge National Laboratory, in connection with its vital research and 
development programs and especially work in connection with the aircraft 
nuclear propulsion program, requires data from high voltage machines on neutron 
cross sections and other nuclear properties and radiation damage beyond pres- 
ently available information, and in addition to what can be secured from other 
sources, either at Commission installations or non-Commission installations. 
There are presently available at Oak Ridge two high voltage machines, one being 
a 2 MEV Van de Graaff and the other a Cockcroft-Walton machine. These 
machines are housed in an old building formerly used for a powerhouse at Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory. The United States Air Force is presently trans- 
ferring to the Atomic Energy Commission a 5 MEV Van de Graaff machine which 
is to be permanently located at Oak Ridge National Laboratory but, because of 
unavailability of suitable space to house the machine at the Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory, it will be temporarily located in Building 9201-2 in the Y—12 area in 
order to carry out preliminary “shake-down” tests without further delay. It will 
still be necessary to construct a permanent building to house this machine, since 
the most efficient utilization of all these machines and the scientific personnel 
connected with their operation can be effected by the consolidation of all three 
machines in one building. This building would provide not only space for ma- 
chines, auxiliary equipment, and control rooms, but the necessary supplementary 
offices and physics and chemistry laboratories. Furthermore, it is eminently 
more satisfactory to have the three machines housed in a building in the X-10 
area, adjacent to the new research building and the physics of solids building in 
order to provide opportunity for valuable exchange of ideas among the scientific 
staff of the laboratory, than to endeavor to materially modify existing facilities 
in the Y—-12 area some 10 miles away. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., August 2, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Senator McMAnon: The General Appropriation Act for 1951, under 
the heading “Atomic Energy Commission,” requires approval by the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget as a condition to the initiation and continuation 
of construction projects by the Atomic Energy Commission under certain 
circumstances. 
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1 have today approved the request of the Commission to begin a construction 
project for which the current cost estimate exceeds the amount included for the 
project in the 1951 budget, as follows: 























Docket Previous Current 
number Project title estimate estimate 
$915, 000 $989, 700 


B-51-6 (Re- amd Laboratory, Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, 
vised). A 











Attached to this letter are copies of an explanatory statement for the project, 
prepared by the Atomic Energy Commission, which justifies the revised cost 
estimate. 
Sincerely yours, 

F. J. Lawton, Director. 


Attachments. 
UNIrep STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
EXPLANATION OF REVISED ESTIMATE FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 


Docket No. B-51-—6 (Revised) 

A. Basic Data 

1. Name of project: Biology laboratory. 

2. Location of project: Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, Long Island, 
3. Es 

3. Budget cost estimate: $915,000 (ineluding animal quarters). 

4. Current cost estimate : $989,700. 

5. Increase in cost estimate: $74,700; percentage increase: 8.2 percent. 


» 

6. Budget serial number : 
Biology laboratory (2d phase) 6—-222—-0008______-______- _.. $765, 000 
Animal quarters, 6—-222-1002___.....-...--__.--~-~- ons See 


Note.—Project 6—-222-0008 was shown initially as being obligated in the 1950 
column of 1951 budget. Project 6-222-1002 was shown in the 1951 column of the 
1951 budget. In revising the 1951 program, both projects were included in the 
fiscal year 1951 program and are so shown in the 1951 column of the 1952 budget. 
Under the proposal herein, it is planned, in order to facilitate research and 
assure construction economics, to combine the above projects into one structure. 

7. Brief description of project: Proposed laboratory will be an extension to 
the existing biology laboratory (phase 1) at the Brookhaven National Laboratory. 
Structure will contain 25,100 square feet of floor space on two floors and will be 
constructed of concrete block with a light steel frame. Facilities to be provided 
consist of eight general laboratories and six animal experimental rooms for 
physiology research, two general and three small laboratories for micro- 
biology research; plus necessary dark laboratories, analytical laboratories, cold 
laboratories, incubation, inoculation, counting, glass washing, sterilizing, and 
instrument rooms. Animal quarters are included, consisting of nine animal 
rooms, cage sterilizing and storage room, and a feed storage and preparation 
room. Three administrative offices, an allowance for office space in laboratories, 
seminar room, anda stock room are also provided. Laboratories will be equip- 
ped with standard laboratory furniture and hoods. All necessary services and 
utilities will be brought to the laboratories and the building will be air condi- 
tioned only to the extent required for proper operation. 

8. Brief outline of justification of project: The biology research programs for 
the Atomic Energy Commission at Brookhaven will expend during the next few 
years due in part to increased requirements for military purposes, particularly 
studies on gamma and X-ray toxicity, including both chronic and acute exposure, 
and to longer range basic research. The premise behind the approved biological 
research program at Brookhaven National Laboratory was that the activities 
of the Department should grow slowly. This would permit selection of the best 
available scientists and tie research growth to the activation of the reactor and 
other major laboratory machines. Growth was also limited by the lack of ade- 
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quate quarters. The growth of the scientific staff has been and is expected to be 
as follows: 
Scientific staff 


Regular Visitors 


The biology laboratories at Brookhaven National Laboratory were planned 
in two steps: First. a modification of an existing building, plus a small addition 
designed to provide working space for 28 scientists plus necessary technicians, 
placing emphasis on providing facilities for tracer work and research involving 
radiation effects on plants; and, second, an addition to the first phase to provide 
space for an additional 28 scientists with emphasis on facilities for radiation 
biology, particularly with animals. 

Total proposed staffing in facilities for the biology program is tabulated below: 


Biology Laboratory 


First phase | Second phase, Total 


Scientists 
Technicians 
Administrative 
Subtotal 
Visiting scientists 


Total 


Construction in two stages was practical as well as desirable inasmuch as— 

(a) Phase No. 1 represented the conversion of an existing facility and 

included only such features as were immediately required for the operation 
of the existing biological research program. 

(b) The plans for phase No. 2 revolve around the development and prog- 
ress of a planned biological research program. This has allowed an 
opportunity to reflect in the facility the additional features advocated in 
the long-range plans of the new department head and staff, and a fuller 
utilization in research of the new and unique research tools available at 
Brookhaven. 

Possibly the most important portion of the Brookhaven biology program 
deals with research on the physiological and genetic effects of radiation on 
animals. This program, which is of special interest to the Commission, has 
grown slowly because proper facilities, including animal quarters, Were not 
available. The start-up of the pile and cyclotron has now made available various 
types of radiation and large varieties of radioisotopes, including extremely 
short-lived ones which will permit a profitable expansioy in the radiation 
biology program. Proper facilities for work with animals at either low or 
high levels of activity are not available and must be constructed. No animal 
quarters for biology research have been constructed at Brookhaven. At present, 
animals are kept in small inadequate temporary quarters which limit the 
proper control of experiments and prevent precise research on long-term effects 
of radiation. 

Need for air conditioning: The need for air conditioning has been carefully 
studied and every effort made to keep air-conditioning requirements at the 
bare minimum consistent with proper operation of the building. Nonresearch 
areas such as administrative offices, seminar rooms, stockrooms, and shop will 
not be air-conditioned, nor will special ventilation be provided. 

The laboratory site on Long Island is extremely humid which affects the 
accuracy of many instruments and culture medias required for research. Varia- 
tions in background and reliability of counting, have been observed and cor- 
related with high humidity conditions. Meteorological observations taken in 
accordance with standard United States Weather Bureau procedures, reveal 
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that the humidity at Brookhaven exceeded the maximum considered allowable 
for proper research in about 60 percent of all hours during July and August 
149 and 1950. 

It is also necessary to closely control temperatures to achieve optimum 
scientific results, particularly in research with plants and small animals which 
are greatly affected by temperature changes. Design heat loads are based upon 
actual experience in an existing representative laboratory and upon conserva- 
tive estimates of animal population. 

An important phase of AEC biological research deals with the long-range 
physiological reactions caused by radiation. Adequately controlled animal quar- 
ters are vital to this research so that results through succeeding generations 
will not be affected by climatic changes. Animals kept in close confinement in 
animal quarters are highly subject to disease which may result in loss of valuable 
research as well as direct financial loss due to the breaking of a hereditary chain 
of test animals. Because of these facts and the climatic conditions of the area, 
air conditioning of the animal quarters is included as an essential design 
factor. 

9. Contract data: 

(a) Date of construction directive: December 18, 1950. 

(b) A-—E contractor: York & Sawyer, New York, N. Y. Type of contract: 
Lump sum prime with CPFF inspection provision. Date of award: December 
27, 1950. 

(¢) Construction contractor: Roberts Nash Construction Corp. Type of con- 
tract: Lump sum prime. Date of award: July 1951 (proposed). 

10. Obligation of funds to date: 


1949 funds makiedp eed mae: : aeeein _— gid 0 


1950 funds sei tetidealytteals a = ats aa 0 
1951 funds - ‘i _.. $62, 179 


B. Comparative data 


Budget estimate Current estimate 
1. Date of estimate July 19, 1949 June 26, 1951. 
2. Size 27,800 square feet 25,100 square feet. 
Desiened capacity (number of scientists) 21. 21. 
3. Cost estimate 
A/E service. $34,000 $66,000, 
Construction $703,000 RE. 
— $908,700. 
Equipment (laboratory : $122,000 j ms, 700 
Contingencies $36,000__ _. $20,000. 
Overhead 0 0. 
Total -se.--------| $915,000 $989,700. 
4. Unit costs, construction and equipment cost $29.68 square foot $56 square foot. 
5. Actual costs to May 31, 1951 : } $44,501, 
Actual obligation on May 31, 1951 4 : ; cudibles te $62,179. 
6. Construction schedule: | 
Start... a ’ , : ...| August 1950.......| July 1951. 
Complete. wr . ae. | May 1951_-- July 1952. 


C. Basis of original budget estimate 

Prepared by the operating contractor from rough sketches and average square 
foot costs. 

Basis of present estimate: The present estimate is firm and is based on the 
low contract bid received for the project. Over 75 firms were invited to bid 
on the project, 20 requested plans or specifications for review, and 12 bids were 
received. The range of the bids was from $883,700, low bid, ($20,000 has been 
added to construction estimate for site development work not included in con- 
tract specifications), to $1,201,800, high bid. 


D. Progress of project 

1. Date design started: January 3, 1951. 

2. Suspensions: None. 

3. Percentage completion: 100 percent. 

4. Estimated completion date: Design, May 24, 1951 (actual); Construction, 
July 1952. 
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B. Detailed explanation of reasons for overrun 

The net overrun of this project results from the following general causes: 

1. Reduction in area: When it became apparent that an overrun would occur 
on this project, every effort was made to reduce design criteria and space require- 
ments to an absolute minimum. This resulted in the present building being 2,700 
square feet smaller than the total of the budgeted structure. Thus, 2,700 square 
feet at the budget cost of $29.68 per square foot amounts to a project cost re- 
duction of $80,136 to be taken into consideration. 

2. Increased cost level since original budget submission: The firm of architect- 
engineers employed on this project has analyzed price increases in the cost of 
purchasing and installing mechanical and electrical equipment in the New York 
City area during the July 1949 to February 1951 period by manufacturing firms 
such as Minneapolis Honeywell Regulator Co. and the Carrier Corp. and various 
construction and specialty firms. Results of this survey are as follows: 

Air conditioning costs: Increased 50 percent. 

Electrical costs: Increased 50 percent. 

Plumbing costs: Increased 25 percent and expect an additional increase of 
1244 percent within next month or so as material costs have sharply risen 
during last weeks (i. e., lead up 40 percent, wrought and cast iron up 20 
percent). 

Laboratory equipment: Increased 25 percent. 

As the cost of the proposed biology laboratory is predominantly mechanical 
and electrical and these items have substantially increased, the architect-engineer 
has determined that a reasonable figure for cost-level increase over the 2-year 
period is 25 percent. 


A HANFORD PURCHASING PROBLEM 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
May 7, 1951. 
Mr. MArion Boyer, 
General Manager, Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Boyer: The joint committee has received a complaint which alleges 
that the General Electric Co. is conducting its electrical-equipment procurement 
in a manner which is detrimental to other manufacturers or suppliers, and bene- 
ficial to its subsidiary, General Electric Supply Corp. It is alleged that this is 
being done by two devices: 

(1) Multiple purchases without competitive bid in lots not exceeding $250, as 
prescribed in GE's operating contract. 

(2) Writing specifications for equipment to be bid upon around standard GE 
items, thus making it difficult, if not impossible, for other manufacturers to 
comply. 

On replacement procurement for GE equipment already installed, it is under- 
standable that the above conditions could obtain to a large degree but even so, 
not to the complete exclusion of all other manufacturers. In the case of new 
construction items, genuine competitive bidding should, of course, be the rule. 

I would appreciate, therefore, a summary of the dollar value of purchases 
made by GE during the last 6 months, by months, showing the value by per- 
centage of orders placed with GE subsidiaries under this $250 exemption clause. 
I would further appreciate a statement as to the degree to which the AEC finds 
that specifications for equipment to be purchased competitively have been written 
around standard GE manufactured items. 

Thank you for your interest in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Haroitp BerGMan, Acting Director. 
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UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C:, May 23, 1951. 
Mr. Wriu1AM L. Borpen, 
Executive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: This will acknowledge receipt of a letter received from 
Harold Bergman, Acting Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, dated 
May 7, 1951, in regard to a complaint received by the joint committee concern- 
ing the practices used by the General Electric Co. in purchasing electrical equip- 
ment. The letter asks for certain specific information concerning General 
Electric Co. purchases. 

Since the information requested is not available in our Washington office, we 
have requested our operations offices concerned to develop it for submission to 
us at an early date. 

Upon receipt of the information it will be promptly consolidated and sent to 
you. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 


UNITED States ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C. June 11, 1951. 
Mr. WriLitaAM L. Borpen, 
Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear Mr. Borpven: Reference is made to Mr. Harold Bergman's letter dated 
May 7, 1951, stating that the joint committee has received a complaint which 
alleges that the General Electric Co. is conducting its electrical equipment pro- 
curement in a manner which is detrimental to other manufacturers or suppliers 
and beneficial to its subsidiary, General Electric Supply Corp. Reference is also 
made to my interim reply of May 23, 1951. 

Mr. Bergman requested a summary of purchases made by General Electric 
during the past 6 months in amounts less than $250. Attached is a summary 
of purchases less than $250, by months, from October 1, 1950, through March 31, 
1951. The summary indicates these purchases for the 6-month period as amount- 
ing to $134,140, 45 percent of which was purchased from General Electric or its 
subsidiaries and 55 percent of which was purchased from other suppliers. A re- 
view of these purchases at our Hanford and Schenectady operations offices in- 
dicates no evidence of the use of multiple purchases below $250 to circumvent 
competition. 

Concerning the allegation that specifications for equipment to be bid upon are 
written around standard General Electric items, every effort is made to secure 
competitive bids whenever possible. Specifications are required to be drawn in 
such a manner that they can be used as a basis for bids by other suppliers. 
General Electric at times refers to a General Electric catalog number to assist 
in describing specific items to be purchased. However, we- require that when- 
ever this is done either a competitive manufacturer's name or catalog number 
be included or a qualifying statement such as “similar or equal to” be added. 

Your interest in this matter is appreciated. If additional information is 
desired, we shall be pleased to furnish it. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 
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Summary of dollar value purchases by General Electric Co. 


{Purchases less than $250, Oct. 1, 1950, through Mar. 31, 1951, Hanford and Schenectady operations offices} 
































General Electric Other 
Dollar Percent of Dollar Percent of 
value total value total 
| | 
ID cle TN. 8 A RE ROR ORR Oa A LE 
Supplies 
October... : eee Séunnedccimbeepndiia 2, 667 | 35 4, 897 65 
November Ret. to Ea me a 3, 933 49 4, 020 Sl 
December itis B hed eee 6, 643 | 64 | 3, 673 36 
January ‘ 4, 356 | 47 4,931 | 53 
February apes tasenditeenadbqonse | 5, 165 45 5. 583 52 
March | 5, 166 50 5, 006 50 
Total 27, 930 | 50 28, 200 | 50 
PP Ah Pah ie 
| Electronics 
| 
October 787 37 1, 348 63 
November | &55 49 S70 51 
December —— — | 40S 40 744 60 
January | 952 61 621 39 
February SSN 35 1, 630 65 
March 433 36 757 64 
Total | 4,413 43 5, 970 57 
Appliances 
October | 182 26 521 74 
November a 434 68 203 32 
December 100 20 396, a0 
January : 268 32 561 6S 
February 171 28 440 72 
March | 123 28 318 72 
Total : : 1, 278 34 2, 439 ay 
Apparatus 
October : 4, 063 41 5. 727 59 
November F ‘ 4 3, 004 37 6, 053 63 
December 4, 261 52 3, 876 48 
January 7 : 2 | 3, 306 36 5, O45 64 
February | 3, 644 33 7, 517 | 67 
March ; jeu 4.605 | 45 5, 634 55 
Total 23, 573 40 34, 752 60 
Be of, PATO PF. ee TS Se ee 
X-Ray 
October | 304 | 92 | 32 | S 
November | 129 | 41 186 | 59 
December eye ae ‘ ; 307 | 9 33 | 10 
January 248 72 99 | 28 
February =a : 147 | 40 150 51 
March F . : saad ' : | 357 | 100 | 0 0 
Total... ‘ cltoekuied | 1, 582 76 500 24 
Chemicals 
; Se ee 
October... ; | 260 38 | 419 62 
November 443 4 | 24 6 
December | 172 | 46 203 54 
January 3M4 Sh “4 14 
February 146 2! 534 79 
March... | 476 i 408 46 
_ — se ° «651 eee 1s 1,652; #@ 
Grand total... ... ; ae ‘ 60, 627 - 45 73, 513 55 
Total General Electric and other. __.... ‘ ; ; ipa 134, 140 
Total number of purchase orders: 
General Electric ——— ‘ . ‘ 880 


Other. : a. . os whiitbemeeuhes . ~ > 4,101 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
June 22, 1951. 
Mr. MArion W. Boyer, 
General Manager, United States Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr, Boyer: I have carefully read your letter of June 11, 1951, regarding 
purchases in amounts of $250 or less at Hanford and Schenectady, and also 
regarding the purchase of electrical equipment at the same installations. I 
appreciate your developing the information which this letter contains. 

However, I am wondering if the formal agreement with the contractor ought 
not to contain a clause requiring that any items purchased by the contractor 
from its own organization be furnished at cost; or else that the amount of the 
profit on such items be subtracted from any fee or overhead payments made by 
the AEC to the contractor; or else that a definite ceiling be placed upon the per- 
centage of total purchases which the contractor may acquire from itself at a 
profit. 

If you feel that the profit made by the contractor with reference to these items 
is a legitimate part of its inducement to enter into a contract with the Govern- 
ment, how does AEC weigh this profit element quantitatively while negotiating 
the contract? In other words, how much profit not otherwise obtainable do 
you estimate the contractor will net as a result of being in a position, as an 
AEC contractor, to purchase from itself; and do you press for a lower fee 
and/or overhead payment in accordance with your calculation, using it as an 
overt argument? 

Thanks very much indeed for your further comment. 

Sincerely yours, 
BriEN McManon, Chairman. 


ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C. July 11, 1951. 
Hon. BrreN McMAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear SENATOR McManon: This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of 
June 22, 1951, relative to purchases from General Electric at Hanford ang 
Schenectady. 

Ih answering your letter, we believe it would be helpful to include an analysis 
of purchases from General Electric in excess of $250. The additional informa- 
tion is being assembled as rapidly as possible. You may expect our reply within 
several days. 

Yours very truly, 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 


Atomic ENerGy CoMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 2, 1951. 


Dear SENATOR McManon: This is in reply to your letter of June 22, relative to 
purchases from the General Electric Co. under contract No. W-31-109—-Eng-52. 
By letter dated July 6, 1951, we advised you that we were accumulating data 
on General Electric purchases in excess of $250 for use in analyzing the points 
raised in your letter. 

The questions contained in your letter are based on two assumptions: (1) 
That the General Electric Co. by reason of its contract with the Commission 
is in a favored position as against its competitors to supply its products to the 
Commission; and, (2) that the nature of the arrangements is such that there 
may be a duplication of cost or profit reflected in the purchase price of items 
furnished by the company and in payments under the provisions of contract No. 
W-31-109-Enge-52. While these assumptions certainly must be dealt with in 
entering into arrangements such as we have with the General Electric Co., we 
are of the opinion that our administration of the GE contract has avoided both 
of these possible evils. As you know, the company receives a fee of $1 for per- 
forming all the work required under the contract at both Hanford and Schenec- 
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tady. The amount of administrative overhead provided for in the contract 
represents that share of the contractor’s home-office overhead attributable to 
direct services rendered and is charged only to the extent specific administrative 
departments contribute to work under the contract. In view of these facts, it 
is apparent that there is no profit or overhead which duplicates profit involved 
in specific sales to the Commission. 

In our opinion the amount of profit which is directly attributable to the fact 
that the company has a contract with the Commission is conjectural. We do not 
believe that the expectation of such profit was a significant factor in the com- 
pany’s decision to enter into the contract with the Commission. The company 
has at all times been fully cooperative in our efforts to establish safeguards to 
insure that the company’s competitors are fairly dealt with. Thus, all purchases 
in excess of $250 in which General Electric might participate as a supplier are 
administered at Hanford directly by the Commission on a competitive basis. 
Accordingly, the company has been substantially in the same position as any 
other bidder as to products of its own manufacture. With respect to purchases 
under $250 the Commission has recently requested the right to require com- 
petitive bidding and the company has expressed complete willingness to make this 
revision in the contract. Similarly, it has agreed to permit our Schenectady 
office to administer directly all purchases where GE is a prospective bidder. 

A table of products purchased from the General Electric Co. at Hanford for 
the period from September 1946 to June 1951, including items involving less 
than $250, compared with similar classes of products purchased from other 
competitive sources follows: 


gr epee j = 
| | 
| | Prreaased 
Purchased . 
“| Percent | from other | Percent 


Potal from GE 


sources 
Heavy equipment $7, 570, 244 | $3, 685, 060 48.68 | $3,885, 184 | 51.32 
Appliances , — — 4 1, 280, 469 291, 005 22. 73 | O89, 37. 7.27 
Supplies : | 1,087, 327 526, 119 50. 72 511, 208 49. 28 
Other items | 888, 758 287, 295 32. 32 601, 463 | 67. 68 
meeel...... asin --| 10,776,798 | 4,789,569, 44.44 | 5,987,229 | 55. 56 
| | 


The commercial departments of the General Electric Co. have also furnished 
assistance under the contract in the form of technical and consulting services as 
well as the manufacture of specially designed and engineered items. The 
amount paid for this volume of business totals $4,921,085.52 for the period from 
September 1946 to May 31, 1951, and payment has been based on actual cost 
plus factory overhead allocable to the work (exclusive of general expenses and 
any element of profit). 

Considering the position of the General Electric Co. in the industry and the 
ratio of its sales to total sales for the industry the relationship between GE 
purchases and purchases from other sources on a profit basis is, in our opinion, 
not out of line with the ratio which would exist if General Blectric were not 
our contractor. 

It appears to us that in contracts of this type, the contract should be written 
and administered so as to insure that the company will receive no special ad- 
vanage in the bidding process, and also that double payment of profit and over- 
head is avoided. Beyond that, we believe that the company should be free to 
compete on equal terms with other concerns. To circumscribe the right of the 
contractor to compete on products of its own manufacture might well discourage 
large companies from participating in the program. Moreover, it might deprive 
the Government of the resources of a company equipped to render unique or 
exceptional services. On the other hand, to require it to furnish products of 
its own manufacture at cost would practically close the market to competitors, 
who could not be expected to compete against GH’s cost prices. 


Yours very truly, 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 
Hon. BRIEN MCMAHOon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 
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LOS ALAMOS PLANE SERVICE 


ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
December 19, 1949. 
Mr. WILLIAM Borpen, 
Executive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Borpen: This is in response to the telephone request from your com- 
mittee asking about the revenues received by the Carco Air Service under its 
contract with the Government for the operation of an air service between Los 
Alamos and other ABC installations. A schedule of the monthly amounts re- 
ceived by Carco from the AEC and the University of California during the cal- 
endar year 1949 is attached. 

In considering this inforniation you may be interested to know that only about 
19 percent of the scheduled revenues were received by Carco from flights between 
Los Alamos and Albuquerque. The largest part of the revenues was received for 
the transportation of classified materials and flights to and from the Salton Sea 
test base and outlying procurement centers connected with Los Alamos operations. 
Commercial transport between Los Alamos and these outlying AEC installations 
is frequently impractical on account of the comparative isolation of Los Alamos 
and some of the other sites. The operation of the air service has proved of consid- 
erable advantage to operations which frequently require the expeditious carriage 
of urgently needed freight items between these sites and Los Alamos. Moreover, 
passenger carriage, particularly between Los Alamos and Albuquerque, is con- 
siderably expedited by the air service. The carriage of passengers between Los 
Alamos and Albuquerque by the air service has already resulted in substantial 
savings to the Government as compared with the performance of such transporta- 
tion by Government-owned autos. 

If there is any further information we can furnish you on the Carco operations, 
please let us know. 

Sincerely yours, 
James McCormack, Jr., 
Brigadier General, A. U. S., Director of Military Application. 


Schedule of monthly payments 


Paid by Uni- | 
Month Paid by AEC versity of | Total 
California 





January 1949 $23, 490. 99 $9, 719. 33 | $33, 210. 32 
February 1949 bosdad . 20, 813. 63 11, 770. 10 | 32, 583. 73 
Mareh 1949 , 17, 987. 76 10, 441.15 | 28, 428. 91 
April 1949 23, 077. 46 | 11, 043. 60 | 34, 121. 06 
May 1949 . 27, 193. 03 10, 567. 25 | 37, 760. 28 
June 1949 30, 032. 05 11, 545. 45 | 41, 577. 50 
July 1949... 27, 249. 58 | 17, 812. 27 | 45, 061. 85 
August 1949 15, 413. 04 17, 606. 89 | 33. 109. 93 
September 1949 19, 650. 01 10, 944. 31 | 30, 504. 32 
October 1949 23, 181. 92 | 17, 985. 44 | 41, 117. 36 
November 1949. _ __. 2 14, 519. 14 23, 171. 30 | 37, 690. 44 

» tn I neo leat iden Bt AN 242, 608.61 | 152, 647.09 | 395, 255. 70 


i 








A LOS ALAMOS COMMUNITY PROBLEM 


Atomic ENerGy COMMISSION, 
Washington, October 24, 1949. 
Mr. WILLIAM L, Borben, 
Ezecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borpen : In a telephone conversation with Mr. Gettman of this office 
on September 29, 1949, Mr. Heller of your staff requested information regarding 
an article appearing in the September 23 issue of the Santa Fe New Mexican 
which quoted Mr. Earl D. Sullivan, manager of community affairs, Santa Fe 
operations office, as stating that studies are in process to determine whether the 
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new men's dormitory can be used as a club building for the Los Alamos veterans 
organization. 

The newspaper article suggests that studies were being made to determine 
whether the whole men’s dormitory could be used as a club building by a Los 
Alamos veterans organization. We are advised by Mr. Tyler's office that this 
impression is erroneous. A study was made of the possibility of utilizing the 
main lounge on the first floor of the new men's dormitory as a club room 
for a veterans organization rather than keeping it for use exclusively by resi- 
dents of the dormitory. A poll was taken of the residents of the dormitory on 
this question which turned up a considerable number of objections. As a re- 
sult of this, it has been determined not to permit the use of the lounge by the 
veterans organization. 

If you wish further information, I will be glad to attempt to supply it. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMEs 8. RUSSELL, 
Captain, USN. 


For and in the absence of 
JAMES McCorMack, Jr., 
Brigadier General, AUS, 
Director of Military Application. 


A “KICK-BACK” INVESTIGATION 


[A memorandum dated May 11, 1949, from the joint committee staff 
to the chairman proposed an amendment to the McMahon Act estab- 
lishing an Oflice of Inspection responsible directly to the Atomic 
Energy Commissioners. This memorandum expresses concern be- 
cause “the Commissioners themselves have not, in some important 
cases, been sufficiently informed and advised of important develop- 
ments in their own organization.” “Most large industrial concerns, 
as well as the armed services,” the memorandum adds, “have estab- 
lished an inspecting fact-finding group which conveys information 
directly to the top-ranking officials concerned.” At the direction of 
the chairman, language for an amendment was drafted, as follows: 

“Section 2 (a) (4) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 is amended by insert- 
ing at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“*(e) An Office of Inspection, headed by a Chief Inspector. The Chief 
Inspector shall be appointed by the Commission, shall report directly to the 
Commission, and shall be responsible to the Commission alone. The Office 
of Inspection shall undertake such fact-finding surveys and analyses, con- 
duct such inquiries and investigations, and make such studies and such 
recommendations with respect to the Commission's interests, activities, and 
operations as the Commission may deem helpful in efficiently and economi- 
cally fulfilling its responsibilities.’ ” 

The proposed amendment was sumbitted informally to the Commis- 
sion for comment. The idea of establishing some form of inspecting 
and investigating force within AEC figured i ina number of conferences 
between the committee chairman or committee staff members and 
Commission officials. The latter indicated that any investigative 
unit which might be formed should probably be responsible to the 
General Manager rather than to the Commissioners. In December 
1949 the committee staff was advised orally that an investigative unit 
had in fact been set up but that its mission and functions had yet to be 
clearly defined. In response to a committee request telephoned to the 
Commission on January 26, 1950, the followmg letter was received :] 
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Unitep States ATOMIc ENERGY CoMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., February 17, 1950. 
Mr. WILLIAM L. Borden, 
Ezecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: We have felt for some time that it would be desirable to 
have within AEC a small group of specially qualified employees available for 
such administrative inspections and examinations as the General Manager or 
other appropriate AEC officials might feel to be desirable. Some time ago we 
took the initial step of appointing Mr. Arthur McLawhon, formerly Chief, 
Examination Division, Farmers Home Administration, Department of Agricul- 
ture, as chief of this new unit and have since placed five men on his staff. 

The work of this group is principally concerned with operations and transac- 
tions related to the procurement, management, and disposition of Government 
property and the handling of Government funds. Other subjects of special in- 
quiry may appear desirable from time to time. 

The purpose of the group is to develop facts as a basis for administrative 
action. The facts developed by this group might, for example, indicate the desira- 
bility of changing existing or establishing new procedures, or of taking corrective 
administrative action in a particular case. It is not intended that the group 
will inquire into criminal violations except to the extent that some administrative 
action may also be indicated. The Department of Justice will of course continue 
to inquire into criminal violations, and arrangements have been made with that 
Department to assure that our inquiries will not interfere with their investiga- 
tions. The group has no responsibilities for the investigation of possible security 
violations under the Atomic Energy Act. 

The precise responsibilities, organization, and methods of operation of the 
new group have not yet been fully defined and are still under active consideration 
by the Commission's staff. Work has, however, already been undertaken along 
two general lines. One of these is the preparation of factual reports on the pro- 
cedures and practices in effect at our area offices and principal cost-type con- 
tractors in the procurement of materials and supplies. It is contemplated that 
the information developed will be of material assistance in connection with pro- 
curement policies and procedures for the atomic energy project. In addition, 
inquiries have been conducted by this group in a few specific cases involving 
allegations of irregularities arising out of the Commission’s operations, 

Very truly yours, 
Cc. Suvae, 
(For Carroll L. Wilson, General Manager). 


Unrrep Stares Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 17, 1950. 
Mr. WILLIAM L. Borpen, 
Ewecutive Director, Joint Committce on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: Our letter of February 17, 1950, to you advised of the 
establishment of a staff within AEC to perform administrative inspections and 
examinations. This group has thus far concentrated on surveys of practices being 
followed by AEC and cost type contractor's procurement offices with particular 
attention given to compliance with policy and procedures, competitive practices 
and any indications of fraud, collusion, or irregularity. The information de- 
veloped has been very beneficial to management in formulating policies, im- 
proving controls and in receiving assurance that procurement is being accom- 
plished free of fraud. We have recognized, however, that there is need for 
maximum coordination of the activities of this group with those of our audit 
staff. Toward this end we have now integrated the activities of these two groups 
into a single unit which will function on the staff of and be responsible to the 
controller. ‘ 

It is contemplated that through this combined group we will be able to supple- 
ment our regular audit program with a program of inspections and examinations 
of specific phases of operations designed to throw light on matters which may be 
beyond the normal scope of an audit. By coordinating the activities and reports 
of these two functions under one supervisor we hope to achieve maximum as- 
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surance of effective internal control, compliance with policies and procedures 
and freedom from fraud and irregularity in matters involving use of public funds 
and property with a minimum of manpower. 
Very truly yours, 
C. Suvae, 
(For Carroll L. Wilson, General Manager). 





Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 23, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McMAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Bnergy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear SENATOR McManon : Some months ago our Controller's investigative staff 
uncovered evidence of fraudulent practices on the part of two buyers employed 
by one of our Santa Fe operations contractors, Holmes & Narver. The matter 
was immediately referred to the FBI for full investigation. 

Recently we have received a copy of the FBI's interim report on this matter 
which indicates that the Government may have been defrauded of some $60,000 
through collusive bidding and kick-backs to contractor employees. 

The FBI is continuing its investigation, and we will keep you informed of 
further developments. 

Sincerely yours, 
Untrep States ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Gorpon Dean, Chairman. 





Atomic ENerGy COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. 0., November 26, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McMAHON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear SENATOR McManon: Reference is made to our ietter of August 23, 1951, 
in which we informed you of the fraudulent practices of buyers employed by one 
of our Santa Fe operations contractors, Holmes & Narver, Inc. 

One buyer, Gordon T. Raitt, and the partners of Halmos and Keith, were 
indicted by the Federal court in California. They entered pleas of nolo con- 
tendere and submitted a compromise offer of $20,000 to the Department of Justice 
to settle their civil liability. This offer was accepted by the Department of 
Justice. We understand that Raitt received a suspended sentence of 18 months 
and $1,000 fine and was placed on probation for 5 years, and that Halmos and 
Keith each received a 2 years’ suspended sentence, a $3,500 fine, and were 
sentenced to 30 days in the county jail, thereafter being placed on probation for 5 
years. 

The FBI is continuing its investigation of the activities of other buyers of the 
contractor, 

We will keep you informed of further developments. 

Sincerely yours, 
Unitep States Atomic Enercy ComMIssIon, 
Sumner T. PrKxe, Acting Chairman. 


A FORCED RESIGNATION 


SEPTEMBER 14, 1951. 

Memorandum for the files. 
From: William J. Bergin, joint committee staff. 

I contacted Larry Bayer, AEC Division of Military Application in reference 
tu the below-summarized item, which appeared in the press of September 12. 

“Los Alamos Herald, in copyrighted story, says that Frank Rogers, assistant 
manager for Zia Co., purchased a 1951 Cadillac from Theater Enterprises, Inc., 
while making a survey which led to the firm receiving contract to operate a sécond 
theater on the hill. Charges that Mr. Rogers paid some $400 under list price for 
the vehicle. Carroll L. Tyler, AEC manager at Los Alamos, expresses confidence 
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in integrity of Zia officials and says that action of no single individual can 
affect letting of concession contracts.” 

According to Mr. Bayer, Frank Rogers admitted that he purchased a 1951 
Cadillac for $400 under the list price through the aid of Theater Enterprises, 
Ine., which received a contract to operate a second theater at Los Alamos. 
Rogers resigned from his position as assistant manager for Zia Co. and a member 
of the board of directors on September 12. 

The following item appeared in the September 5, 1951, p. m. AEC press digest : 

“Carroll L. Tyler, manager, Santa Fe operations office, sends letter to Los 
Alamos concessionaires warning them not to offer gifts or gratuities to AEC 
employees and in same letter warning employees against entering into personal 
business transactions with concessionaires and contractors.” 

Mr. Bayer states that the above-mentioned letter by Mr. Tyler was issued 
prior to the Rogers incident. He added the manager of the Santa Fe operations 
office periodically reissues the above-mentioned letter which had its origin in a 
GM bulletin issued in 1948 which referred to gifts from contractors’ concession- 
aires. 

Mr. Bayer stated that insofar as the theater contract is concerned it was 
signed by Carroll L. Tyler, and Rogers had no bearing whatsoever on the reward. 
It is claimed that the contract and its terms are handled by the AEC and not 
by Zia. After the contract has been signed, Zia administers it, collects rents, 
and performs any maintenance which may be required. 

A request for a written report on this matter has been made to the AEC, 





ATOMIC ENERGY CoMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., October 25, 1951. 
Hon. Brren MCMAHON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Deak SENATOR MCMAHON: This letter is to inform you of the facts in the 
recently publicized incident at Los Alamos involving the discount purchase of 
an automobile from a concessionaire by a Zia Co. official. 

The manager, Santa Fe operations, was advised by the manager, Zia Co., on 
September 6, 1951, that the Los Alamos Herald planned to publish a story re- 
porting that Mr. Frank Rogers, assistant manager of the Zia Co., had bought a 
1951 Cadillac from Theatre Enterprises, Inc., for some $400 under list price, at 
a tine when that firm was being considered as the operator for a movie theater at 
Los Alamos. This story was published by the Los Alamos Herald on Septem- 
ber 7, 1951. On September 11, 1951, Mr. Rogers, who had been on leave, returned 
and acknowledged the transaction. His resignation was accepted and his Zia 
employment terminated on September 14, 1951. 

On November 15, 1949, the manager, Santa Fe operations, had advised ABC 
employees and all Los Alamos contractor and concessionaire organizations that 
AEC employees were not to accept gifts from contractors or concessionaires or 
to engage them in any personal transactions under conditions that are not 
readily available to the general public. He reaffirmed this policy on August 27, 
1951, without prior knowledge of the referenced incident. The project manager, 
Zia Co., notified all Zia Co. employees on September 18, 1951, that Mr. Tyler's 
letter would, in the tuture, apply to them as well as to AEC employees. 

On September 19, 1951, the manager, Santa Fe operations, discussed this 
incident with a special agent of the FBI at Los Alamos. The United States 
Iistriet Attorney of New Mexico was notified and has since advised the manager, 
Santa Fe operations, that, in the former's opinion, the transaction did not con- 
stitute a crime and that he intended to take no action. 

Mr. Rogers was not ip a position to do more than recommend awards of con- 
cession contracts. The final decision for such awards rests with the ABC 
manager and is based on information developed by and advice of both AEC and 
Zia Co, staff. No evidence has been found that Mr. Rogers’ actions in any way 
subverted the interest of the Government in the award of the contract to Theatre 
Enterprises, Inc. 

Sincerely yours, 
UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
GoRDON DEAN, Chairman, 
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LOS ALAMOS HOUSING DEFECTS 


UnitTep Srates Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 8, 1949. 
Hon. Brien McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Senator McManon: This is in further reference to our letter of June 3, 
149, concerning the matter of defects in the housing in the western housing 
area at Los Alamos, N. Mex. 

In our letter, we advised you that the Department of Justice had been in- 
formed by letter of May 27, 1949, of the existence of a possible claim against 
W. ©. Kruger and his successor W. C. Kruger & Associates, Architects-En- 
gineers, Inc., and had been requested to take appropriate steps to protect the 
interests of the Government. Thereafter, at its request, we transmitted to 
the Department of Justice by letter of July 28, 1949, various documents referred 
to in our letter of May 27 to that Department. 

There is enclosed herewith a copy of a letter dated October 17, 1949, to the 
Commission from H. G. Morison, Assistant Attorney General, advising that the 
Department of Justice finds no basis for a successful recovery by institution of 
suit against W. C. Kruger or his successor. 

In view of the possible claim and in order to avoid any prejudice to the posi- 
tion of the Government in the event of a lawsuit, we had deferred final action 
under the price-adjustment provisions of the contract pending a decision by the 
Department of Justice. Since receipt of the letter from the Department of 
Justice, we have authorized our Los Alamos office to proceed with negotiations 
under the price-adjustment clause. As suggested in the letter from the Depart- 
ment of Justice, it may be possible to effect some recovery for the housing defects 
by a reduction in the contract price under the price-adjustment clause. 

Sincerely yours, 
Unrrep Sratres Aromic ENercy COMMISSION, 
Davin E. LintentTHar, Chairman. 


Enclosure: Letter to Atomic Energy Commission from Assistant Attorney 


4 


General dated October 17, 1949. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, D. C., Octoher 17, 1949. 
AToMiIc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
(Attention Carleton Shugg, Esq., deputy general manager.) 

Dear Sirs: This refers to your letter dated July 28, 1949, and the enclosures 
therein mentioned relating to a possible claim against W. C. Kruger, an indi- 
vidual, trading as W. C. Kruger Co., and his successor, W. C. Kruger and Asso- 
ciates, Architects-Engineers, Inc., based upon breach of a contract relating to a 
housing development of the Atomic Energy Commission at Los Alamos, N. Mex. 

The Department has carefully examined the documents and memorandum fur- 
nished by you with reference to this matter, and we find therein no basis for a 
successful recovery by the institution of suit against W. C. Kruger, an individual 
trading as W. C. Kruger Co., and his successor, W. C. Kruger and Associates, 
Architects-Engineers, Inc. 

It is suggested that some recovery might be accomplished by your attempting 
to obtain a reduction of the contract price as a part of the negotiations for a 
price adjustment under the price adjustment terms of the contract. 

The documents transmitted with your letter dated July 28, 1949, are returned 
herewith. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. G. Morison, 
Assistant Attorney General 
(For the Attorney General). 


Enclosure No. 12080. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
December 12, 1949. 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
1901 Constitution Avenue, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention Mr. Carroll L. Wilson, general manager. ) 

GENTLEMEN: In your letter of November 8 concerning the matter of defects 
in housing in the western housing area at Los Alamos, N. Mex., you indicated 
that some further action might be taken by your Los Alamos office. 

The interest of the committee members in this case continues and therefore, 
we would appreciate information of any action taken to effect some recovery for 
the housing defects by a reduction in the contract price under the price adjust- 
ment clause, as suggested in your letter. 

It is understood that the Department of Justice has taken no further action 
with regard to W. C. Kruger or W. C. Kruger and Associates, Architects-Engi- 
neers, Inc. 

Sincerely yours, 
HAROLD BERGMAN, 
Deputy Director. 


Unrrep States Atomic Energy COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., December 22, 1949. 
Mr. Witi1aAm L. Borpen, 
Beecutive Secretary, 
Joint Committee on Atomic EBnergy, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention Mr. Harold Bergman.) 

Deak Str: We have forwarded your letter of December 12 on the subject of 
W. C. Kruger and Associates, Architects-Engineers, Inc. to the Manager, Santa 
Fe Operations, requesting information on his current negotiations under the price 
adjustment clause. 

It is anticipated that in the near future we shall be able to reply more fully 
to your inquiry. 

Sincerely yours, 
C, Suvuee, 
For Carroii L. WiLson, General Manager. 


Unrrep States AtoMic ENErGy CoMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 17, 1950. 
Hon, Brren McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator McManon: This is in further reference to our letters of June 
3 and November 8, 1949, concerning the matter of defects in the housing in the 
western housing area at Los Alamos, N. Mex. 

The Office of Santa Fe Operations has completed negotiations under the price 
adjustment provision of the contract with W. C. Kruger and Associates, Archi- 
tect-Engineers, Inc., and a refund to the Government in the amount of $140,984.79 
has been made by that firm. This amounts to roughly a 25-percent reduction in 
the original contract price of $563,631.73. 

We shall be glad to furnish any additional information on this matter that you 
may wish. 

Sincerely yours, 
Unrrep States Atomic Energy CoMMISSION, 
SuMNER T. PIKE, Acting Chairman. 


SOME CHARGES AND DENIALS 


The following article appeared in the December 1951 issue of Co-Op Power 
News for members of the Hancock-Wood Electric Cooperative of North Balti- 
more, Ohio: 
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Some Reasons Way Taxes Ane High ANb CriticAL MATERIALS ARE SCARCE 


Recently J. S. Sawvel, public utility and engineering consultant who advises 
Hancock-Wood in connection with our engineering and operating problems, 
visited Los Alamos, N. Mex., the site of the research and development labora- 
tories of the Atomic Energy Commission. He has some interesting comments 
to make as to how inefficiently our money is being spent which in turn contributes 
directly to the scarcity of critical materials that we need to properly operate 
our electric system. 

Los Alamos is a self-contained town built by the Government which might 
be considered an example of a socialistic community since the Government 
owns all the property, rents the houses to the workers, leases out and controls the 
businesses and decides how many are to be engaged in them, ete. For example, 
there is only one drug store, one theater, ete., in a town of about 10,000 people. 

Mr. Sawvel was particularly interested in the inefficiency and waste in the 
spending of our money and the effect of such wastefulness on making critical 
material scarce. It appeared to him that it was not necessary to spend $3 
or $4 where $1 would do the work. 

Most of the construction work, said Mr. Sawvel, is done on a cost-plus basis 
or the equivalent which means the higher the cost the more profit to the con- 
tractor and other interested parties. One impressive example that demonstrates 
this is the size of wire used for seconduries to serve the one-stery duplexes 
having four or five rooms in each half. These duplexes could very easily have 
been served with no larger than No. 4 secondary wires but since this size wire 
would not make the cost (and, therefore, the profit to the contractors) high 
enough, 4/0 secondaries (the size wire that would ordinarily be used to serve 
factories or large commercial buildings in business areas) were installed. This 
means that four times as much copper was used as was actually necessary. 

Another example is that someone initially conceived the idea that it would 
be reasonable to expect the occupants of the homes to pay for the electricity. 
As a result, a single entrance switch and meter were installed on each duplex. 
Then attention was called to the fact that each side of the duplexes should have a 
meter and entrance switch of its own, but since this little point had been over- 
looked it was next decided that the Government would just furnish the electricity 
free to all occupants of the houses. This means that there are hundreds of 
meters, meter bases, etc., not being used and just standing there idle. When 
we have a hard time obtaining meters and copper wire, we should keep some 
of these reasons in mind, for if these examples are multiplied many times— 
to allow for all the other Government installations elsewhere—it can easily 
be seen Why our taxes are so high and why the defense program costs so much. 

We read from time to time that no further curtailment in expenditures can 
be made without hindering the defense program, but the above evidence points 
to the contrary. Another example of wastefulness in connection with Govern- 
ment expenditures is the hospital being built in Los Alamos. The person who 
took Mr. Sawvel through Los Alamos mentioned that this-hospital that is being 
constructed to serve approximately 10,000 people would cost about $3,500,000, to 
which Mr. Sawvel replied that he thought that seemed to be quite a large 
hospital for a town of 10,000 people, since with that cost, it must have a 
capacity of 200 or 300 beds. His guide said, however, that he was very much 
ashamed to admit that the bed capacity of the hospital was only 60. That 
represents an expenditure of nearly $60,000 per bed. The guide stated that this 
was typical of the waste and extravagance and that the only way anything 
could be done about the situation would be to have some sort of investigation 
made. Mr. Sawvel says that the foregoing are only typical examples and 
there are numerous others, the above being an idea of where our money is 
going and the possibilities of economy. 

We all agree that the defense program is necessary but we certainly don't 
agree that it is necessary to spend $3 or $4 where $1 will do the job. 


Unrrep States AromMic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., February 25, 1982. 
Mr. Witu1AM L, BORDEN, 

Kevecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: On January 17 you asked for our comments on an article 

in the attached December 1951 issue of the Co-op Power News. The article quoted 

the News engineering adviser as to data concerning the community of Los Alamos, 
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N. Mex., and on the basis of these data reached editorial conclusions reflected 
in the article’s heading: “Some reasons why taxes are high and critical mate- 
rials are scarce.” The key data used in this article are not accurate as quoted 
and, when corrected, do pot support the critical conclusions reached. 

The facts on the topics referred to in the article follow : 

Los Alamos is a community of almost 13,000 residents (not 10,000). It has 
two drug stores, two theaters (not one of each as quoted), three supermarkets, 
and the minimum total of other business services which are required. All are 
privately operated under contracts let on open bids. 

None of the community construction was, as was asserted in the article, on a 
cost-plus basis. All was accomplished on the basis of open, competitive bids. 
Permanent community construction began under the Army in 1946, including the 
present community center and much of the present western area. This con- 
struction, as well as all building in the community under the AEC since 1947, has 
been performed under lump-sum contracts. 

Following World War II, the Army erected numbers of prefabricated units and 
brought to Los Alamos other used units from Army camps. In the first months 
of AEC early in 1947, used units were also brought from other AEC installations, 
und there was additional prefabricated construction. During these days, the 
type of construction referred to Was accomplished largely from drawing on war- 
surplus stocks. Wiring in some instances was slightly larger than required, be- 
cause such wiring was available in surplus stocks without competing on the open 
market for items in very scarce civilian supply. The Co-op News text obviously 
does not refer to these units, since it deseribes the housing units inspected as 
being one-story duplexes having four or five rooms on each side. It may be that 
the text refers to post-1946 permanent housing either in the western area or other 
areas, There is no oversized wiring in those houses, whether built by Army or 
ABC contract, both of which conformed with the National Electrical Code. 

By Government instruction, architect-engineers at Los Alamos under the AEC 
have designed according to the National Electrical Code for house wiring and 
service drops. Single and duplex housing units have three No. 6 wires or three 
No. 8 wires depending on load and length of service drops. In four-unit build- 
ings three No. 4 wires were used. The largest housing unit is of eight, two- 
bedroom units (a two-story structure with heater room in basement), and the 
electric load requires a minimum of three No. 2/0 wires. (No one-story duplexes 
have larger than No. 6 and they do not use No, 4/0 as stated in the article.) 

The Government does not furnish electricity free to any resident. All in- 
stalled meters are used for sample meter readings on which the basis of block 
rates for utilities are established and charged to all consumers, In some hous- 
ing since 1948 only meter bases were installed. The AEC goal is to meter all 
power and light and to bill on the basis of adjusted geographical utility rates 
and consumption factors. As we move closer to this goal, the previously-in- 
stalled bases will be used. Accordingly, an equivalent number of bases will not 
then have to be acquired at that time, 

Other facts in the paregrapbh referring to the “hospital” are also entirely 
inaccurate. This is not a “hospital” as such: it is a medical center which in- 
cludes hospital facilities for industrial and community use, a public health and 
sanitation department, an industrial health department, a public health nurses 
department, the health puss ward of eight beds, and various out-patient clinics 
and ancillary services. Out-patient clinics consist of an obstetric clinic, a 
pediatrics clinic, internal-medicine clinic, eye-ear-nose-throat clinic, surgical 
clinie, general medicine clinic, and dental clinic. Provided in each clinic is 
office space for doctors (or dentists), as Los Alamos does not bave private prac- 
titioners with offices in various buildings throughout the community. Los 
Alamos has no other community facilities which provide any public health 
service in addition to those included in the Los Alamos Medical Center. 

Many other factors bear on the size of the medical center. Los Alamos is 
isolated and cannot, in emergencies, call on other nearby hospitals and doctors. 
The town has a large dormitory population which, in the eevnt of illness among 
single persons, frequently requires hospital care. The average age of the resi- 
dents is such that more than 50 percent of the women are in the child-bearing 
ure. 

The formula established under Public Law 725, Hospital Survey and Con- 
struction Act of August 13, 1946, and the Lanham Act for number of beds 
versus population was the guide at Los Alamos in construction of the hospital. 
Total projected population used was 14,500 and with an adjusted figure of 
».4 beds per thousand, a figure of 80.2 general hospital beds was arrived at. 
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Other beds are normally required for special fields, but only four were added 
at Los Alamos for this purpose. The medical center has 84 beds under the 
present arrangement to care for the normal needs of its community. Bearing 
in mind the nature of the project and its isolation, it is essential that the center 
be prepared additionally to handle emergency peak loads. By a few shifts in 
the present arrangement, the center can quickly provide 110 beds. By making 
more intensive use of all space in major emergencies, the center can provide 
bed space for many additional patients. (The Co-op News reported the center 
had only 60 beds.) 

As to cost of the medical center, the present total estimate is $2,726,000 (not 
$3,500,000) for a total gross area of 105,322 square feet. Gross area for hos- 
pital use (including some partially for nonhospital use) is 86,743 square feet, 
or 82.36 percent of total area. 

The cost of gross area devoted to the hospital is $2,245,134. Without reckon- 
ing the value or the cost of space necessarily made available for major emer- 
gency peak loads, but using the 84-bed figure, the total cost per bed is $26,727. 
(The Co-op News reported a cost of $60,000 per bed.) 

Should you have any further questions on the above information, we shall 
be happy to discuss them with you. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 


Enclosure: December 1951 issue Co-Op Power News. 


CONDEMNED SHACKS 


SANTA Fe New MEXICAN, 
THE NEW MEXICAN, INCc., PUBLISHERS, 
Santa Fe, N. Mez., April 26, 1950. 
Hon. Brien McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Building, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR McCMAnoN: Many thanks for your letter of April 19. All of 
us here in Santa Fe deeply appreciate your interest in this matter, and we 
sincerely hope something can be done to bring a stop to Los Alamos’ flushing its 
condemned shacks on the Santa Fe countryside. I just learned today from one 
of the State police commissioners that two of these houses had collapsed under 
their own weights while being moved, and had blocked traffic on our main high- 
way for several hours. 


Respectfully and sincerely, 
Ronert McKINNEY, 


Publisher. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
April 19, 1950. 
Mr. Carrot L. WILSON, 
General Manager, Atomic Energy Commission, 
1901 Constitution Avenue, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. WILson: I would much appreciate a report on the method of remov- 
ing old-type theater-of-operations structures from Los Alamos. It is alleged that 
the removal and resale of the structures to people in the surrounding area creates 
a dangerous fire hazard. 

Perhaps these questions, among others, could be answered in the report: (1) 
Does it appear that a fire hazard is in fact being created? (2) Does the AEC 
consider it a part of its responsibility to the surrounding area to assess the fire 
hazard? (3) Has the AEC considered writing into the contracts for removal a 
clause requiring that structures sold to private citizens by the contractors be 
made to conform with safety standards? (4) Does the AEC consider itself 
obliged by law to follow the present removal procedure? (5) How do the New 
Mexico fire safety laws bear on the problem? (6) Has the Los Alamos office of 
the AEC conferred with the New Mexico State government about this matter? 

Your assistance will be very much appreciated. 


Sincerely yours, 
BrreEN McManon, 


Chairman. 
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UNITED States AtoMIc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., May 16, 1950. 
Hon. BrreEN McMAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Deak SENATOR McManon: This is in reply to your April 19 letter in which 
you requested a report on the method of removing certain obsolete structures 
from Los Alamos. 

To develop an adequate site on which to locate housing needed for personnel 
at Los Alamos, it became necessary to clear an old town-site area which con- 
tained 74 miscellaneous wartime structures. These included 40 plywood hut- 
ments, 12 Army barracks, 2 latrines, and 20 miscellaneous frame structures, 
huts, and storage sheds. 

The buildings which have been demolished or removed are frame or prefab- 
ricated structures built during the war for temporary use only. Some of the 
less dilapidated structures did not conform to our minimum housing standards 
and further, rehabilitation and maintenance-operating costs required to main- 
tain them as satisfactory rental properties would have been prohibitive. How- 
ever, some of these structures were considered as economical investments by 
farmers and ranchers who either could use them as open storage, apple houses, 
miscellaneous farm buildings, or convert them into homes at a very low initial- 
capital outlay. Accordingly, invitations to bid were published for the entire 
removal, disposal, site clearance, and restoration of the whole area. On De- 
cember 19, 1949, the contract, involving a payment of $3,235 to the contractor 
by the United States Atomic Energy Commission, was awarded to Robert 
Nurseries, Inc., and Winslow & MeMillon, post office box 726, Los Alamos, 
N. Mex. The subcontractor for demolition and hauling is Mr. Bob Richardson. 

The more decrepit structures have been demolished on the site by the con- 
tractor. Others in better condition have been sold as is, while still others 
have been rebuilt and sold. Such decisions are made at the discretion of the 
contractor. 

We are not aware of any fire hazard having been created, notwithstanding 
the unsupported charge in the Santa Fe New Mexican that there are fire 
hazards. Frame construction is the rule in the United States and is permitted 
and followed widely under the State of New Mexico building codes. 

The degree of fire hazard inherent in those structures reused as homes 
would, of course, depend upon the nature of the required remodeling. Proper 
wiring, stove location and flues, and use of fire-resistant inside walls would 
undoubtedly increase the unit's resistance to fire. 

In answer to your specific questions: 

1. So far as our Office of Santa Fe Operations is aware, no unusual 
fire hazard is being created by the use of these structures as remodeled 
homes or as farm outbuildings. 

2. We do not consider it a part of our responsibility to assess the fire 
hazard of buildings outside our project areas. This is considered to be 
a responsibility of State and local authorities. 

3. It is our belief that conformance with safety standards is a respon- 
sibility of the contractor, broker, or buyer, and that enforcement is a 
responsibility of local authority. Our contracts do not have such a clause. 

4. We believe that the present procedure utilized by the Santa Fe 
Operations Office is authorized by law, and that this method is in the 
interest of the Government. 

5. There are no known State restrictions on the reuse of these buildings. 
New Mexico has a State building code which is based on the uniform build- 
ing code of the Pacific conference. Frame construction is permitted. Secur- 
ing conformance with the State building code outside our area is not within 
the province of the Commission. 

6. We have not conferred with the State government on this matter. 

Should you have further questions, we shall be most happy to discuss them. 

Sincerely yours, 

C. Sxuvae, 
(For Carroti L. Witson, General Manager). 
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A SOUVENIR CASE 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR BrriEN MCMAHON, CHAIRMAN, JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC 
ENerGy, SepreMBer 24, 1951 


I have been informed that two chunks of normal uranium were found in Dal- 
hart, Tex. 

According to my information, these chunks were removed from Los Alamos, 
N. Mex., as souvenirs just at the end of the last war, while the Army had contro! 
of atomic energy. The chunks are made of ordinary uranium, not refined to the 
point where it could be used in a bomb. 

I am informed further that Army accountability for materials during the 
hectic wartime period was on a ton-lot basis. Today, of course, the Atomic 
Energy Commission accounts for materials on the basis of tiny fractions of a 
pound. 

The Army records covering the period when the uranium chunks were removed 
have been turned over to the Commission, which took charge in January 1947. I 
have therefore asked the Commission to make public a statement of the facts so 
far as can be determined from Army records and so far as security permits. 

Senator Clinton Anderson, a member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
is in New Mexico now, and for that reason I have asked him to visit Los Alamos 
and to ascertain all the facts obtainable. 





Unirep States Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
SANTA Fe OPERATIONS OFFICE, 
Los Alamos, N. Mexv., September 26, 1951. 


(A partial transcript of a press conference at Los Alamos Wednesday, Septem- 
ber, 26. Present were: Senator Clinton Anderson, Manager C. L. Tyler, LASL Di- 
rector Norris Bradbury, and other AEC and LASL officials; and for the press: 
Everett, of the Los Alamos Herald, Bob Zimmerman and Mary Lou Lyon, of the 
Santa Fe New Mexican, and Bob Porton, of Station KRSN.) 

Senator ANDERSON. No reporter, no one not connected with the project, could get 
into Los Alamos at the time (1943-45). Not even a Member of Congress. We all 
left it alone; regarded it as a closed situation, and, therefore, I am assuming 
that when they used material of this nature, they treated it a little differently 
than it is now treated. Therefore, knowing it is pre-Alamogordo and material 
handled prior to the adoption of the Atomic Energy Act, I am not as concerned 
and I am sure the joint committee will not be as concerned. I don’t say I am 
not worried about the disappearance of Government property—anyone would 
be-—but this is Government property that might be worth from $300 to $500, and 
the larger chunk, twice that much. The two of them don’t come up to the 
theft of a second-hand automobile. While we would be alarmed at the theft 
of a second-hand automobile, it happens right along, and no one gets excited 
about it, and that is about as important as this situation is. It was unclassified 
material and it had no great secret value and, so far as I know, there was 
nothing combined with it to make it of value to another nation. I hope, Captain 
Tyler, you will correct me if I go off on too bad a limb, but it is my feeling about 
it, at least. 

Tyver. I think you have explained it very thoroughly. 

Heratp. Have you been able to establish from information given you by Army 
records as to exactly when the material did disappear—early or late in the 
1943-46 period? 

Senator ANpEeRsON. I don’t want to be critical of Army records. They are avail- 
able to me. However, I haven't had a chance to delve into them, but I know they 
will reveal there wasn't careful accountability of the materials that were headed 
for salvage in the same meticulous methods they are accounted for now, and one 
of the reasons is that some of the uranium used in the experiments was reduced 
to dust, and therefore you wouldn't be able to account for it. This particular 
chunk wasn’t reduced to dust and went to the salvage pile in pretty good shape. 
It was quite different from what takes place now, when you see the AEC test- 
ing a new type of weapon or material, they work with extreme caution in dis- 
posing of materials. 

When I went out to Las Vegas with Dr. Bradbury last January or February, 
I was led to believe some of their experiments might not click, but those I saw 
did pretty well. 
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There is a vast difference between accounting for material under war circum- 
stances and those today, and I am not going to be critical of the Army’s method 
of accountability. Not knowing whether atomic bombs were ever going to work, 
I think they can be excused if they were lax in handling used raw material. 

Heravtp. What do you mean “used”? Is it no longer of any value? 

Senator ANpERSON. Oh no, the uranium can be salvaged and used again, and the 
Army knew this, but they were in a hurry to try to get these bombs perfected and I 
can understand the Army sort of shoving aside pieces like that with which they 
had experimented and taking a new chunk for the next experiment rather than 
sending them back when the facilities were somewhat limited and not knowing 
how careful they needed to be with this material. 

HeraLp. Does any record show how much rare or critical material vanished 
during that time? 

Senator ANverson. I don’t think a couple hundred pounds of that material 
would be regarded as rare materials. I was just checking some reports (Smyth 
report) where they reported how they were putting out 500 pounds a day and the 
price had dropped to $22. We count our factory output in automobiles today in 
new cars and not in how many used cars are on the market. The Army was 
counting on 500 pounds of new material and did not concern itself with used 
materials. 

It would have saved the Government money, I agree, and it should have been 
done and probably it would be easy to work up quite a case for the Army officer 
who did not do it. But, his problem was to produce a bomb as quickly and as 
early as it could be done. 

Heracp. Is there much of this material floating around the country? Is there 
any way to tell? 

Senator ANvERSON. There is no way I can tell; however, I doubt it. 

Heravp. Isn’t there any reason to believe there might be more? 

AnvDERSON. So far as I know, I wouldn’t be astonished if there may be. Don't 
you think so, Captain Tyler? 

Tyrer. I think it is not improbable. 

Porton. Have any cases turned up where there was natural uranium taken? 
Has it come to the attention of the AEC? 

Senator ANDERSON. No; not to the attention of the AEC, The AEC might be bet- 
ter qualified to answer that question. Let me qualify that by saying I mean after 
the passage of the Atomic Energy Act and a reasonable period for the return 
of the material. After the act was passed, a great deal was returned to the 
Commission. Some of it returned without the people putting their names or 
return addresses. They sent it through the mail—it wasn't a crime particularly 
to have a chunk of used uranium in your possession at that time. 

Heratp. Were there any pieces as large as this? 

Tyter. I don't know. 

Smirn. I think there is a piece of this order we did find. It was used. A 
man had some. He returned it. 

E.uiorr. It might be assumed that if a person had taken a very heavy piece, he 
would have dumped it. It would have been too large to send through the mails. 

Senator ANpEeRSON. Of course, that is what might have happened with this 
piece. It is the problem of the FBI, and it is my feeling the FBI will come 
through with a reasonably good report. 

ZIMMERMAN. Have you had any word from the FBI? 

Senator ANpEeRSON. I think the FBI would tell me if I asked them, but I haven't 
asked them. It is not within my field. It would not touch the field of the Joint 
Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy. 

ZIMMERMAN. There was lot of souvenir hunting—some photostats and blue- 
prints and while you don't criticize the Army for not accounting for salvage 
material, you can criticize them for the fact that it was not too difficult to take. 

Senator ANDERSON. I would like to see them (the Army) more careful. I can 
remember a friend of mine who finally got a patent on a device. He showed it 
around to any number of people, and if they had been alert they could have stolen 
his idea. I don’t know if that explains anything, but I do think there was laxity 
and I regret there was laxity. All I can say is that since the passage of the 
Atomie Energy Act, the creation of the Atomic Energy Commission of standards 
of conduct, those things have stopped. 

Heratp. There are at present no known instances of classified materials dis- 
appearing since the Atomic Energy Commission took over? 

Senator ANDERSON. I would have to give you a political example first. If some 
body came to me and asked if I would support a certain man, I could very easily 
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say “Yes” and they could go down the list till they came to a name where I would 
say “No.” I think it is much simpler if I said I didn’t desire to answer in the 
first place. 

If you ask me today for any known instances, I could very easily say “No” and 
if there should develop an instance where something disappeared temporarily and 
again put the question to me if there was any disappearance of materials, I 
would feel like hedging. Well, I can say to you I know of nothing at this time. 
I am going to be awful careful about answering that question in the future. 

I think the tests are sufficiently careful and sufficiently effective now so that 
you couldn’t possibly have the type of disappearance you had then. 

HeraAtp. Have you made any inquiry as to whether the shape of this piece 
could be of any information to an unauthorized person? 

Senator ANperson. I think it is a question Dr. Bradbury could answer. 

Brapeury. Not the least. If it were, it wouldn't be on the table in front of you. 

Senator ANDERSON. I think they started to put the piece away prior to the time 
you entered the room, but it was left here because there is no significance whatso- 
ever to the shape. 

Heratp. Dr. Bradbury, could you enlighten us on the use of this piece? 

Brappury. No, because I would have to explain the program, and it was a part 
of a classified program. 

Heratp. The materials are not classified, are they? 

Ty.ier. There was no AEC classification on it at that time. 

ZIMMERMAN. Why is the paper on the table? Will the uranium burn it? Ac- 
cording to the publicity, a woman's dress was burned by sparks emanating from 
it. What will you do with it? 

Senator ANpbERSON. When the FBI finishes investigation of this piece and the 
other piece, they will move it to routine salvage. There is nothing unusual about 
these two chunks. 

HerxaAtp. Couldn’t you say it is not classified material? Don’t you need a 
license to have classified material under the Atomic Energy Commission Act 
to use it? It is used in industry. 

TyLer. We use it in the shape we get it. Sometimes we machine it, some- 
times we cast it, and sometimes we press it in the shape you see it in. 

Smitn. The thing that worries you is the report that you got that when you 
strike it it gives off sparks. They said the spark flew off and burned a dress. 
They got some stories mixed up, because when you strike it it gives off a spark 
just like a flint in a lighter [got up to demonstrate]. 

HeraArp. I assume the laboratory is not responsible for such accidents as the 
woman’s dress. 

Smirnu. No. 

Senator ANDERSON. Not burning a hole [taking out a handkerchief]. I worried 
when I read that story. (Senator Anderson held a handkerchief over half a 
dollar and had Mr. Zimmerman hold a lighted cigarette firmly against it, to 
demonstrate that when a piece of material is held firmly against metal, the metal 
will absorb the heat and the material will not burn.) 

When I heard that the uranium had burned through the table I was surprised. 

Brapsury. This piece of uranium is perfectly harmless material. 

ZIMMERMAN. Is it produced by industry? 

Ty.ier. It is produced by a private firm under contract to the Atomic Energy 
Commission, There is no security involved. 

ZIMMERMAN. Hypothetically, it could have come from somewhere else than 
Los Alamos? 

Ty.Ler. Hypothetically, yes, but it is fairly safe to assume it came from Los 
Alamos. 

Porton. Has the investigation by the FBI turned up any pertinent informa- 
tion? 

Tyter. We haven't had any report up to this time. Normally we get a report 
after they complete their investigation, so that we are kept informed. Until we 
get that report, it is something in the hands of the Department of Justice. 

Senator ANDERSON. I don't think this is.going to end up in any unsolved mystery. 
I think it is going to be determined definitely this came from up here, and the 
difficulty is one of tracing it. 

HeraLp. Carrying that a step further, is it your assumption that prosecution 
will result? 

Senator ANperson. I don’t know. If the district attorney would think he had 
enough motivation for prosecuting. I don’t know. 

Heratp. What is your personal feeling about whether it is serious or not? 
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Senator ANpERSON. My feeling is that any time anyone steals a thousand 
dollars from the Government it is serious. ; 

Heratp. Would you use the term “steal” in connection with this; not “taking 
a souvenir”? 

Senator ANDERSON. I saw someone one time taking a piece of rock from Carls- 
bad Caverns. The rule is that you can’t take any of that rock. There is enough 
to last a thousand years, but the Parks Service had to make a rule. I didn’t turn 
him in. If this person was in about the same category, I am not so sure I would 
worry about prosecution. I do think it is serious, but I think the United States 
attorney would decide about prosecution. 

Anytime you take a thousand dollars worth of stuff it is serious. The person 
may not have taken them as casual souvenirs. 

Heratp. Do you have any reason to believe that both pieces were actually 
taken by the same person’ 

Senator ANpEeRsON. I don’t know. 

Heratp. Do you think both pieces could have been from the same experiment? 

Ty.er. Both pieces could not have come from the same over-all batch. 

Ex..iorr. That does not mean that they may not have come from the same 
salvage pile. 

HeraLtp. Assuming that the piece was taken in 1943, which was pre-Alamogordo, 
would not the fact at that time that a large chunk of uranium had been removed 
from this secret project at Los Alamos been of some significance to an alert 
foreign agent? 

Senator ANpERSON. My theory is that it went into the salvage pile between 
43-45 and that after Los Alamos became more open, someone went over to the 
salvage pile at the time he left Los Alamos and took it for a souvenir. My theory 
is that it went out after the Alamogordo period. 

ZIMMERMAN. Is there any evidence to support your theory? 

Senator ANDERSON. Merely my own experience up here at that particular time. 

ZIMMERMAN. Granting it is a good theory, assuming that it went out in 1943, 
would a chunk of uranium known to have come from this secret project in 1948, 
would that have been of significance to an alert person interested in knowing 
what was going on up here? 

Senator ANDERSON. If it were up to me personally, I would answer “Yes”. If it 
went out in 19438, because at that time I thought it was a solar radiation labora 
tory. We knew that great chunks of machinery were being hauled up this hill. 
Colonel Robbins had become Major General Robbins. He had been under me when 
I was in charge of the field force at Salt Lake. He had been my engineer at Port- 
land. We were extremely good friends, and one day I said to him—I knew he was 
in general charge of the Manhattan project, whatever that was, I didn’t know, but 
I had gotten the tip they were going to try to devise a great lens up here that 
you could turn it on a country and burn up its crops—so, in talking to General 
Robbins one day when I was a member of the General Appropriations Committee 
of the House, and had had the opportunity to go through the various secret 
laboratories, I said, “When are you going to tell me what is going on at Los 
Alamos?” He gave me a strance surly look. I said, “How big a bomb are they 
going to make up there”, and he said “What do you know about the project? 
If you ever mention ‘bomb’ in connection with that project, you will be locked 
up for the duration of the war.” His face was livid. If someone had brought 
me that piece in 1943, it would have been very interesting to me because it would 
have changed my mind about everything going on here, and I assume it would 
have been interesting to a foreign agent. The same thing happened here-that 
happened to a pair of field glasses that were liberated from a German submurine. 
They were given to me by a friend who said he was tired of having the great ugly 
things in his house. I know they were, well, I wouldn't say stolen, but they 
were liberated and someone liberated a chunk of uranium. After that, they 
passed the AEC Act. When the FBI finishes their investigation, they will find 
that is what happened here. 

HeRaLp. If it did go out in 1943-44? 

Saurx. In 1943 it would have been a horrible breach. In 1944 it couldn't 
have helped the Russians because Fuchs was here at that time. 

TyLer. It was more important if it had gone out in 1943 and didn’t show up 
at all. The fact that it did show up means that it obviously wasn't of use to 
anyone. 

Senator ANperson. If it had gone out in 1943, it would have gone far enough 
for someone to make some tests. 
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Brapsury. If it had gone out in 1943 it could have been a very serious Miatter. 
In 1951 it is merely of academic interest; the fact is that uranium has been 
known to the world for 6 years. 

Senator ANveRsSON. That particular piece hasn’t been used in an experiment 
for more than 6 years. In 1943 it would have been of great interest; in 1944 of 
less interest, in 1945 there was none. 

Hesavp. If in 1943 a physicist of some capability got hold of that piece of 
metal and determined it was a piece of uranium, providing he knew it came 
from Los Alamos, would it be logical for him to assume an atomic bomb was 
being experimented with here? 

Brapsury. He would have been entitled to think that. He would not have 
guessed it was an atomic bomb. He might have guessed nuclear energy. 

Senator ANDERSON. At that time they were making uranium in Germany for 
the purpose of power. 

Brappury. We would have been quite interested to know more of the details 
of German action, 

Etuiorr. I think it is the assumption of the Senator and of Mr. Tyler and Dr. 
no pd that the question you are asking is a very hypothetical case, but not 
this case, 

Senator ANperson. I base my reply on my knowledge of how hard it was to get 
anything out of here during the war. I had a personal experience of trying to get 
something out of this place and soon found out how difficult it was, and know 
if it was so difficult, to get a 50-pound chunk of uranium out would have been 
practically impossible. 

HeRALp. What did you try to get out? 

Senator ANperson. Some of the clothing of a dead——— 

HERALD. I am sorry. 

Smirxa. At that time we had censorship of mail. All packages had to be 
examined and sealed by the Army post office. You mailed your letters open. 
You took no vacations. You were not permitted to have leave. Military per- 
sonnel couldn't have their families here and the few people who lived here were 
not permitted to leave. The people who left were not permitted to come back. 

Senator ANperson. They were examined meticulously when they left. 

ZIMMERMAN. When was that security released? 

SmirH. It was a gradual relinquishment. Even as late as when the boys were 
leaving in 1945 and 1946 they were still examining foot lockers. You still had 
to check packages up until the time we put the pass office in the tech area. There 
was a lessening from late 1945 on, after the Japanese surrender, after the 
dropping of the bomb. 

ZIMMERMAN. If I were a soldier transferring to another place in 1945, would 
my possessions have been examined? 

Senator ANpEeRSON. They were examined until after the Japanese Treaty. 

SmirH. There were so few soldiers leaving—and then we knew where they 
were being sent—to the Pacific. 

ZIMMERMAN, If this did leave between 1943 and 1945, there was a laxity of 
security that allowed it to go. It must have been smuggled out. 

SmrrH. I do not have any guaranty that any system is foolproof. 

TyLer. It does not seem that it was smuggled out in 1948 and 1944, Most 
probably after 1945. 

Exuiorr. If it went out at that time (1943-45), it was an evasion of security, 
not a laxity of security. 

Senator ANperson. I am going to go back to my theory that it disappeared after 
the conclusion of the Japanese War. If the other theory shows up, we will prob- 
ably be back up here again. 





A CONTRACT COMPLAINT 


JANUARY 10, 1951. 
Memorandum for Senator McMahon. 
From: Bill Borden. 
Subject : [Corporation name withheld]. 

With regard to the correspondence from the above corporation, in which they 
allege that the specifications for certain equipment are so severe as to confine 
bidders to one company only, Ev Hollis [AEC general counsel] consulted Los 
Alamos. The technical people out there have gone over the claim very carefully. 
They admit that the specifications are very high indeed—as is typical of Los 
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Alamos scientists, However, they also assert that the specifications are not im- 
proper in any way; that, on the contrary, they are necessary and that they do not 
limit bids to one company. 

Hollis points out that he, as a non-technical man, is not competent personally 
to review the disputed facts. But he did raise the matter with Los Alamos and 
did get a comprehensive examination into the problem, as well as a flat guaranty 
from several of the technical people that the specifications are both necessary 


and fair. 
Ww. L. B. 





LAS VEGAS MINERAL RIGHTS 
OcToBeR 9, 1951. 
Memorandum for the files. 
From: John 8. Walker, Joint Committee Staff. 
Subject: New construction at the atomic test site, Las Vegas bombing and 
gunnery range. 

In a recent budget summary the figure of $424,000 was given for extinguishing 
mineral and grazing rights for new construction at the Nevada atomic test site. 

At the request of Mr. Borden, I contacted Mr. Harold Price, AKC Deputy 
General Counsel, on the details of these expenses. The figure of $424,000, 
according to Mr. Price, was a preliminary estimate which was much too high. 
The actual figure is less than one-third of this amount and is computed as 
follows: 

(a) There are 17 mining rights, totaling $125,085, of which 16 are small, 
ranging from $100 to $10,000. 

(6) There is one large claim valued at $105,000, of which $65,000 has 
already been paid by the Air Force for the use of the land for the duration 
of the emergency and 6 months beyond. The remainder of the claim has 
not been paid and will not be paid until the end of that period, when the 
AEC recognizes that further action would have to be taken. This is the 
only land that will not be acquired in fee. 

(c) There are only two grazing rights, totaling $74,000; one of these 
is a considerable claim for a large acreage, and the AEC’s information is 
that more than the claim amount has been expended by the owners for the 
development of the property for grazing rights, water holes, and ranch 
facilities. 

(d) There are administrative expenses of the Corps of Engineers in con- 
nection with the acquisition in the neighborhood of approximately $10,000. 
Total expenditures for acquisitions of all of the requested land, exclusive of 
the fee interest for the one mineral right, are approximately $112,000. The 
claims have either been paid or are in the process of being paid. Everyone is 
off the land. 

* * x * . . . 

In accordance with the usual practice the AEC turns its requests over to 
the Corps of Engineers and the Corps of Engineers handles the acquisition of 
property. 

Query: Should anything further be done in checking into the AEC’s policing 
of the Corps of Engineers as its agent? This problem, however, is one general 
to any acquisition of land for the AEC rather than unique to this specific case. 





ANOTHER CONTRACT COMPLAINT 


AromMic ENerGy COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 11, 1951. 
Mr. WittramM L. Borpen, 
Zrecutive Director, Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: This refers to a telephone call from Mr. Walter Hamilton 
to Mr. Leonard Reichle on May 9, 1951, requesting a full report on the award by 
the Idaho operations office of a contract for radio equipment, with particular 
reference to the protest of the Link Radio Corp. 

The radio equipment in question is that necessary for the establishment of 
mobile radiotelephone communications systems between the different technical 
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operations areas at the testing station and between the testing station and 
Idaho Falls, primarily for security purposes. 

On January 26, 1951, an invitation to bid was distributed by the Idaho oper- 
ations office to the major equipment manufacturers of the type of radio equip- 
ment needed, including Motorola, Inc., RCA, General Electric Co., Link Radio 
Corp., and others. Sealed bids were opened on February 26 at which time it 
was found that only Motorola and Link Radio Corp. had submitted bids. 

The bid received from Motorola promised delivery in 7 months at $58,663.89. 
Although the equipment proposed was in substantial conformity to specifications 
on all important points, neither price nor delivery schedule were considered 
acceptable and, accordingly, the Motorola bid was rejected. 

The bid received from Link promised delivery of the complete equipment in 
120 days at a price of $41,585. The delivery schedule was not considered par- 
ticularly good but it was felt that through negotiation the delivery time could 
be improved. The Link bid, however, was unacceptable on the basis that the 
equipment which they proposed to furnish did not meet our specifications. 

Rejection of the Link bid was based in large part on the apparent inability 
of their equipment to meet specification requirements as to receiver selectivity, 
sensitivity, and response to undesired signals. In fact, even the advertised 
specifications furnished by Link as representing their performance claims for 
the proposed type of equipment fell short of meeting the advertised requirements 
on these points. Further, information and data received from the United States 
Forest Service Laboratory at Portland, Oreg., indicated that in tests conducted 
by that office (in January of this year) equipment of the same type and model 
(2210), which Link proposed to furnish under this invitation, did not meet 
the Forest Service requirements, which were substantially equal to our specifi- 
cations on the points described above. 

However, since Mr. Wunderlich, general manager of Link Radio Corp., had 
indicated in his bid that Link’s equipment would, without exception, meet our 
specifications on all points, he was invited by letter on March 9, 1951, to submit 
substantiating data setting forth the actual performance characteristics of such 
equipment. 

In his reply of March 14, the bidder admitted that “in checking further into 
the requirements of the specifications, we find that the spurious response of the 
receiver of the 2210 will not quite meet your specifications,” and suggested that 
as an alternate the Commission consider a new model of Link equipment which 
was then undergoing preproduction testing. He further indicated that “This 
unit will not be available until about 30 to 45 days; however, if you desire at a 
later date further inform: ition regarding more specific details, we will be glad 
to furnish them to you.’ 

Upon further inquiry to Link, it was found that the claims made for the new 
line of equipment were based on laboratory-design data and not upon field test- 
ing of production-line equipment. The new equipment had not at that time been 
placed in production. Based on this information and due to the critical need of a 
reliable radio communications system of proved performance and known de- 
pendability under field conditions, it was determined that the Link Radio alter- 
nate was not acceptable. 

Along with the announcements on March 20 that all bids had been rejected, 
both Link Radio Corp. and Motorola, Inc., as well as other manufacturers, were 
invited to submit new proposals, as a basis for negotiation and, in the case of 
Link, to furnish additional data which might establish the performance char- 
acteristics of their new line of equipment. 

In response to this invitation, the General Electric Co., Motorola, and RCA 
sent representatives to the Idaho operations office, discussed requirements and 
submitted proposals for equipment which conformed to specifications on all major 
requirements. Mr. Wunderlich of Link replied in a letter dated March 22, 1951, 
that he did not consider that our requirements involved any great problem with 
respect to receiver selectivity and rejection of interference resulting from 
spurious responses of receivers, and suggested use of their older-type equip- 
ment. He stated, “This is something we could give you right away, and if the 
equipment is not entirely satisfactory after, say, 3 or 4 months of use, we would 
agree to replace it with the model 2750,” that is, the new and as yet untried model. 

From these new proposals the Commission selected that of the General Elec- 
tric Co. to supply the complete system in 55 calendar days after award of con- 
tract at a price of $50,312 plus Federal excise tax. This compared to the RCA 
proposal to furnish equipment in 150 days at approximately $63,000 and with the 
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proposal of Motorola, which was substantially unchanged from their original 
proposal mentioned above. 

On the basis of the above facts, it was determined that the interest of the Gov- 
ernment would best be served by the acceptance of the higher proposal of General 
Electric covering equipment of known and demonstrated dependability. Link 
Radio Corp. has been so advised. 


Sincerely yours, 
L. R. Harstap, 


Director, Division of Reactor Development. 





SOME RAW MATERIALS PROPOSALS 


Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 23, 1952. 
Mr. Witt1AM L. Borpen, 
Executive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: This is in answer to your request of January 14, 1952, for 
our comments on a letter from Mr. John E. Kelly, together with a letter from 
Mr. Charles F. Willis, concerning suggestions for increasing the output of radio- 
active ores in the western United States. 

Mr. Kelly suggests increasing the price for uranium ores. Mr. Willis recom- 
mends a 30-percent price increase for ores having a uranium oxide content of 
0.2 percent and higher and a 100-percent increase for ores containing from 0.1 
to 0.2 percent U,Os. He also recommends increasing the trucking allowance, 
more favorable conditions for prospecting and mining in the Navajo Indian Reser- 
vation, and provision of ore-buying facilities in central and southern Arizona. 

As you know, on March 1, 1951, the Commission increased uranium oxide prices 
for western ores up to 300 percent for low-grade ores and 180 percent for average 
grade ores. In addition it established a bonus for initial production which 
doubles the base price for the first 10,000 pounds of U,O, produced from any new 
mine. As a result of the price increase and the development bonus, in the case 
of new production, the price per pound for U;O, in ores assaying 0.1 percent is 
now six times what it was a year ago and for ores assaying 0.2 percent three and 
a half times. In establishing these new rates we went far beyond what was 
necessary to compensate for any applicable rise in production costs, since we 
believed such steps were required in order to increase the incentive for prospect- 
ing and developing of new mines to the extent necessary for our program. 

In establishing the bonus for initial production we had in mind the view 
expressed by Mr. Kelly that the small miner plays a very important part in 
finding and opening up new deposits. The amount of this bonus a new mine 
may receive ranges from $15,000 to $35,000, depending upon the grade of ore pro- 
duced. 

Reports from the field indicate that the miners and the mining industry are 
almost universally satisfied with the present price schedules and that uranium 
mining is highly profitable. Also, there is reason to believe that domestic pros- 
pecting for uranium deposits is now more active than any other type of pros- 
pecting. You are aware from the reports submitted to the Joint Committee that 
production of uranium ore in the western States has been increasing at a very 
rapid rate. We believe that this is tangible evidence of the effectiveness of 
present price schedules. 

With regard to an increase in the haulage allowance, it has not been our purpose 
to reimburse the miner for the cost of trucking, but to provide an allowance which 
would take care of a large part of this cost. We want the miner to bear a part of 
the trucking cost. It is essential that there be an incentive for clean mining and 
a penalty for shipping an unnecessary amount of waste rock, because of the high 
cost of subsequent processing. Since the same haulage allowance is paid for 
low-grade ore, as for high-grade ore, this incentive already is at a minimum and 
it would be further reduced by increasing the haulage allowance. 

As an alternative approach to the same problem, we have felt that more 
effective help to uranium producers could be offered by the construction and 
improvement of access roads. On the basis of our recommendations, nearly 1,000 
miles of such roads in Colorado, Utah, Arizona, and New Mexico are in process 
of construction at a cost to the Federal Government of approximately $1,000,000. 


94564—52 8 
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This is a continuing program, and consideration is constantly being given to 
access road improvement wherever the present and potential uranium ore 
reserves seem to justify such action. 

We agree with Mr. Willis’s suggestion that more liberal regulations regarding 
mining and prospecting on the Navajo Indian Reservation are desirable. As a 
result of our efforts, prospecting and mining in the Navajo Indian Reservation 
have been greatly expanded, and we understand that some further desirable 
changes in the leasing regulations may be anounced soon. However, it is likelv 
that the tribal council and the Bureau of Indian Affairs will continue the policy of 
preferential employment for the Navajos on any operations within the 
Reservation. 

With respect to local outlets for ore, we have attempted to provide ore-buying 
stations conveniently located to producing areas as soon as production in an area 
justified such action. Because of the high cost of establishing and operating such 
stations there must be an assurance of at least a small amount of continu- 
ing production. 

In conclusion, we would like to say that our ore-buying schedules and the prob- 
lems of the uranium miner are under continuous review, and we have attempted 
to make revisions and develop assistance programs whenever indicated. 

We are returning herewith the letters of Mr. Kelly and Mr. Willis and hope you 
will express to them our appreciation of their suggestions and their interest in 
our program. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jesse C. JOHNSON, 
Director, Division of Raw Materiala, 





A RAW-MATERIALS PROBLEM 


Unrrep Srares Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., November 21, 1951. 
Mr. Epwarp HELLER, 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. HELLER: Enclosed herewith is a copy of a memorandum to Frank H. 
MacPherson from Paul B. Martin showing the relations between the Navajo 
Indian Tribe and the AEC, as requested during your recent visit to Grand 
Junction. 

Very truly yours, 
M. Ciirrorp SMi1rH, Jr., 
For Gro. G, GALLAGHER, 
Assistant Director, Division of Raw Materials. 


NOVEMBER 13, 1951. 


To: Frank H. MacPherson, Manager, CRMO. 

From: Paul B. Martin, counsel. 

Subject: Relations between the Navajo Indian Tribe, area office of the Navajo 
Indian Reservation, and the United States Atomic Energy Commission. 

Relations between this office and the Navajo Tribe commenced on or about 
September 10, 1949, when Mr. A. G. Harper, area superintendent of the Navajo 
Reservation, contacted this office relative to information concerning the uranium 
industry. At that time copies of our domestic uranium program circulars and 
other material relative to the uranium program in the Colorado Plateau were 
sent to Mr. Harper. 

Mr. Harper visited this office on September 13, 1949, and spoke to Dr. Fetzer, 
Mr. McGrath, and others relative to different phases of the uranium industry in 
the Colorado Plateau. At the time of Mr. Harper’s visit here, he stated that he 
would appreciate any assistance that this office could give to the Navajo Tribe 
in the development of uranium resources on tribal lands. We advised Mr. 
Harper that we stood ready at any time to give him such assistance as we could 
in this matter. 

On October 7, 1949, Mr. Fister, chief, economic development office of the 
Navajo Indian Reservation, visited this office relative to the general uranium 
program on the Navajo Indian Reservation and the specific subject of the type 
of mining permit to be used in the reservation was reviewed. Our suggestions 
on this matter were later submitted to him by mail. 
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In response to a request by Mr. Harper, a meeting was held in his office on 
November 4, 1949, between Mr. Harper, Mr. Fister, Mr. Tso of the Navajo Indian 
Council, Dr. Fetzer, Mr. Keiser and Mr. Rove of USGS, and I. The USGS repre- 
sentatives were interested in obtaining permission to perform drilling and ex- 
ploration work on the reservation. As a result of this meeting, the Navajo Tribal 
Council withdrew certain lands in the Navajo Reservation, with the prevision 
that the AEC was authorized to permit the USGS or any of its authorized repre- 
sentatives to do prospecting and exploratory drilling and development work for 
vanadium- and uranium-bearing ores. 





Under authority granted by the Navajo Tribal Council, approved by the Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs on March 23, 1949, mining permits were issued by the 
tribe for the purpose of prospecting and mining of minerals on tribal lands. These 
permits prohibited the holder from assigning the permits by an operating agree- 
ment or otherwise, of any portions of land covered by the permit. Several in- 
quiries were received in this office from white men as to whether or not they could 
ship and sell such ore in their own names if they were to go in under an orai 
agreement with the permittee and develop these deposits. The matter was taken 
up with the administrative office of the Navajo Reservation and we were advised 
that such ores would have to be mined, shipped, and sold by the Indian. It was 
apparent that this proviso was discouraging the development of uranium ore 
deposits in the Indian reservation by interests with sufficient financial and indus- 
trial ability. On August 1, 1950, I visited the reservation for the purpose of 
obtaining the necessary clearance for the drilling program to be conducted by 
Dr. Fetzer’s office, at the request of the chairman of the Navajo Tribal Council to 
attend a meeting of the advisory committee of the council to aid in making some 
determination as to what procedure would be followed in the future relative to 
mining permits. At this meeting i gave the members of the advisory committee 
as much information as was necessary relative to the procurement program in 
this area and suggested that they consider amending their license by authorizing 
issuance of the license to white men as well as Indians, or by amending the 
license to permit the Navajo who found uranium under such a license either to 
assign the license or enter into mining agreement with qualified people to develop 
the deposit. I also suggested that they consider lifting the limit of 960 acres as 
the maximum amount of land which might be covered by a permit. 

I did not remain for the hearings before the advisory committee on the next 
day but on August 12, 1950, I was informed by telephone that the committee had 
upproved a resolution to authorize the Navajo holding mining permits to enter into 
mining agreements with and assign certain rights thereunder to responsible 
individuals desiring to develop ore deposits discovered by the Navajo. The 
committee also agreed to lift the 960-acre limitation and no definite acreage 
limitation was placed on the amount of land which could be so held. 

On March 23, 1951, this office requested the Navajo Indian Tribe to grant au- 
thority to the Commission and its contractors to perform such geological in- 
vestigations and exploration work for the discovery of uranium ores as the 
Commission might deem advisable, on any part of the Navajo Indian Reservation 
for a period of 3 years. This permission was granted by the Navajo Tribe on 
April 18, 1951, and pursuant to this authority, the Grand Junction Exploration 
Branch has been conducting geological exploration work on the reservation. 

On February 5 and 7 of 1951, an open hearing relative to uranium mining on 
the Navajo Reservation was conducted at Window Rock. The following persons, 
at the request of the Navajo Tribal Council, attended this hearing: D. W. 
Viles of VCA; R. P. Fischer of USGS; Paul B. Martin, CRMO; R. H. Allport, 
district mining supervisor, Office of Geological Survey, Carlsbad, N. Mex.; Mason 
W. Rankin, geologist, J. R. Simplot Co., Boise, Idaho; J. W. Hill of USV; Bert 
W. Dyer, district mining supervisor, Office of Geological Survey, Salt Lake 
City; George G. Gallagher, ORM, AEC; Blair W. Burwell of Climax Uranium 
Co., and F, A. Sitton, of Dove Creek, Colo. This meeting was for the purpose 
of establishing regulations covering prospecting and mining permits and mineral 
leases for uranium deposits on the Navajo Reservation. A copy of the tran- 
script of proceedings is available in the Office of Mail and Records, CRMO. 

In the latter part of August Mr. L. A. Walker and I visited Window Rock 
pursuant to the regulations previously referred to, and the application of 
Domestic Uranium Program Circular 6 to uranium mining properties on the 
Indian Reservation. As a result of this meeting a minimum acreage for mining 
properties under Circular 6 on the Reservation was established. 
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The foregoing is a brief summation of the relationship between this office 
and the Navajo Tribe and area office of the Bureau of Indian Affairs as of today. 
The position which we have consistently taken in this matter is that the Navajo 
tribal lands are privately owned lands and our position would be that of an 
advisory capacity to the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the tribal council at 
such times as they should seek our advice. We have, undoubtedly, had some 
influence on the establishment of regulations and procedures for the operation 
of uranium mineral lands on the Navajo Indian Reservation but have always 
tried to give such assistance as would be to the benefit of the Navajo Indian 
Tribe. Our relationship has been very cordial and of benefit to both the Navajo 
Tribe and the Commission. 

Should there be any specific aspect of our relationship on which you desire 
to have further information, I will be glad to furnish it upon request. 

[Dictated but not read.] 





MINING CLAIMS 


Untrep States Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., September 7, 1950. 
Mr. WriiirAm L. BorDen, 
Erecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borven : In your telephone conversation with Mr. A. Wells last week 
you indicated that certain questions had been raised with you by Mr. Heller [of 
the Joint Committee Staff] concerning action taken by the Commission in con- 
nection with mining claims in areas withdrawn from the public domain for 
Commission use. This is to provide you with information which may be helpful 
on the points raised with Mr. Heller in the course of his field trip. 

The Commission is of the opinion that mining locations made in good faith 
prior to the withdrawal orders in question should not be challenged when such 
claims are defective only because “discovery,” as specified in the Federal min- 
ing laws, was not made prior to the wthdrawal order. The Commission is of the 
opinion that to challenge these claims would adversely affect the Commission's 
uranium program and in formal action this week authorized a modification of 
the existing land withdrawal orders, to be worked out in consultation with the 
Secretary of Interior, for the purpose of eliminating any question concerning 
the intent behind the withdrawal of lands from the public domain for Com- 
mission use. As you know this question has been under consideration by the 
Commission for some time, and there have been a number of discussions with the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau of the Budget on the questions 
involved. 

You indicated in your telephone conversation with Mr. Wells that the question 
had been raised as to what action the Commission had taken in connection with 
claims staked in withdrawal areas after the effective date of the withdrawal 
orders and what action had been taken in connection with claims, the boundaries 
of which had allegedly been shifted. Over a year ago we received a report al- 
leging that one of the claims in the Outlaw Mesa area located by [name with- 
held] had been located after the effective date of the withdrawal order. We 
requested the Bureau of Land Management to take appropriate action to 
advise the locater of the invalidity of his claim and to clear the official records 
of the claim. The Bureau of Land Management had since followed this pro- 
cedure in similar cases and we understand has cleared the title to a number of 
other claims when information has come to its attention that the claim was 
located after the effective date of the withdrawal orders. 

In March of this year we received a report which alleged that the boundaries 
of the claim in the Outlaw Mesa area, identified as the [name withheld] claim 
had been shifted since the effective date of the withdrawal order. We im- 
mediately discussed this matter with the Bureau of Land Management and re- 
quested the Bureau to investigate the alleged movement of mining claim bound- 
aries and markers within the withdrawal afeas and to follow the procedure of 
the Bureau applicable in such cases. 

We believe that there is no misunderstanding between the Commission and the 
sureau of Land Management on the point that the record should be cleared of 
any claims which are invalid because of fraud on the part of the locator. 

Very truly yours, 
GBEorce G. GALLAGHER, 
Acting Manager, Raw Materials Operations. 
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SEPTEMBER 8, 1950. 


To: Senator McMahon. 
From: William L. Borden (staff director). 

One of our regular staff inspection trips developed the fact that the Federal 
Bureau of Land Management recently served invalidation notices upon certain 
holders of mining claims in Colorado. The first such case pertained to an 
alleged movement of corner monuments, involving fraud; and the Atomic 
Energy Commission offered to defray the expenses of prosecution. In other 
cases, the Bureau of Land Management, using its own funds and without the 
Commission’s knowledge, undertook legal action against claim holders on two 
grounds: (1) lack of discovery of valuable minerals, and (2) physical area of 
the claims exceeding the legal limit. These cases evidently do not involve 
fraud in the ordinary sense of that term. 

The Commission, when it learned of the additional invalidation notices, pro- 
tested to the Bureau of Land Management; and, as a result, action on the 
eases has been suspended. Discussions between the two agencies are in 
progress. 





THE CASE OF DR. “X” (name withheld) 


Ocroser 16, 1951. 


To: Bill Borden. 
From: Edward L. Heller. 
Subject : Dr. “X"’ (name withheld). 

Last July, the Commission signed a contract with the University of “ (name 
withheld) involving certain investigations concerning plutonium ingestion. The 
principal investigator in this contract was a Dr. “X” (name withheld). The 
Commission states that they first became suspicious of this contract when Dr. 
“X" (name withheld) requested a $6,000 advance. This request was refused, 
since the AEC had not received any notice that the initial allotment for the con- 
tract had been spent. The Investigation Branch of the AEC immediately made 
inquiries, as did the FBI and the University of “Y" (name withheld). The 
investigators report that Dr. “X" (name withheld) had apparently heard rumors 
to the effect that the AEC was going to cut back the funds available for this 
investigation, and that he therefore proceeded to buy truly excessive quantities 
of laboratory supplies with the funds on hand, requesting an advance for still 
further purchases. He is reported to have bought large quantities of Crisco, Tide, 
and hot plates, and similar purchases. Lacking sufficient space in his laboratory 
for all of these supplies, he began to store them at his home, although he made no 
effort to conceal the fact that these were university supplies. 

After an investigation, the district attorney refused to prosecute, on the 
grounds that no Federal moneys were involved. AJl AEC allotments had been 
accounted for, and there was no evidence that Dr. “X” (name withheld) intended 
to divert the equipment he purchased for his own use. The Commission inves- 
tigations group reported that there was no intent to defraud the AEC, but the 
university dropped Dr. “X" (name withheld) from its staff for administrative 
incompetence. The university further agreed to reimburse the Commission for 
any unnecessary purchases made by Dr. “X” (name withheld) and. charged 
against the AEC allotment. 

A member of the Biology and Medicine Division made a special trip to survey 
the status of the research project. He reported that the investigation was in 
good shape and that in fact much of the work had been done by an assistant of 
Dr. “X" (name withheld). The AEC has therefore continued the contract 
until July 1, its normal termination date, with this assistant in charge. No 
decision has been made as to whether or not the contract will be renewed this 


July. 


ve 


A PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES 


Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 24, 1950. 
lion. BriEN MCMAHON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 
Dear Senator McManon: This is to advise you that the Commission, on 
July 20, 1950, authorized payments in lieu of taxes during the construction phase 
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of the Argonne National Laboratory equal to the full amount of taxes borne 
by the land during its last year in private ownership. This will involve pay- 
ments of approximately $13,225 annually for the calendar years 1948 through 
1951. The Commission also has decided to inform local government officials 
in the Du Page County, LL, area that at the end of the construction period (after 
payments for the calendar year 1951) the matter will be reexamined and a deter- 
mination made as to what, if any, payments will be made thereafter. The back- 
ground for this action is set forth below. 

In January 1947 the Commission authorized the acquisition by purchase 
and condemnation of title to approximately 3,732 acres of land in Downers 
Grove ‘Township, Du Page County, UL, as a site for the Argonne National Labo- 
ratory. ‘Title to this land (except 14.4 acres currently being acquired) passed 
to the Commission subsequent to April 1, 1947, and prior to April 1, 1948. All 
of this land, with the exception of 1.47 acres owned by a rural school district, 
was subject to taxation before acquisition by the United States; taxes for the 
calendar year 1947 were the last taxes levied and collected. 

There is no State real-property tax in Illinois. All real-property taxes are 
collected by the county treasurer and are based on levies made by such indi- 
vidual taxing units as the county of Du Page, the health department, various 
school districts, and other local units of government. While the total amount 
of revenue lost to the local government units is small as a result of the Commis- 
sion’s action, these units are, by and large, basically suburban and rural units 
operating on small budgets. The five school districts affected by the Govern- 
ment’s acquisition are the units suffering the most, high school district No. 210 
having lost 24.11 percent of its total income from Du Page County sources and 
school districts Nos. 68 and 64 having lost 27.09 percent and 55.44 percent of 
total income respectively. 

The president of the board of education of high school district No. 210 has 
stated that because of the loss of income, operations of the school have been 
seriously impaired and it has been necessary to borrow money to purchase fuel 
and to pay teachers’ salaries. 

The Commission does not find that the county has or will receive any substantial 
henefits in measurable quantity in the next few years from the activities of the 
Commissjpn in the Du Page County area. The most likely direct benefits possible 
will accrue as Commission or laboratory employees build homes in the county or 
township and thereby create new taxable entities. Such construction has not yet 
taken place. Government expenditures for such things as payroll and construc- 
tion have no appreciable measurable effect on revenues of county and township 
governing bodies since most of such expenditures go outside Du Page County. 

Thus, it does not appear to the Commission that the benefits resulting from the 
location of the laboratory at the Du Page site will offset, during the construction 
period of the laboratory, the direct tax revenue losses suffered by the local Du 
Page governing bodies. Accordingly, the Commission exercised its authority under 
section 9 (b) of the Atomic Energy Act to make payments in lieu of property taxes 
for this period. In doing so, however, it recognizes that the situation may 
change as the laboratory completes its construction and the number of workers at 
the Du Page site increases. A substantial change might affect the present conclu- 
sion that no measurable benefits to the county government units have accrued, 
and point to the possibility of a different kind of action on the part of the Com- 
mission for the subsequent period. 

Sincerely yours, 
Untrep States AToMIc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
SUMNER T. Pike, Acting Chairman. 


UNUSUAL RACKETS 


Marcu 1, 1951. 
To: William Borden. 
From: Edward L. Heller, joint committee staff. 
Subject: Labor brokerage. 

The problem of labor brokerage in Q-cleared eugineer personnel was first 
raised with the committee on Wednesday, February 28, 1951. It was stated that 
the Commission had recently become aware that certain individuals had been 
going into business and in effect selling the services of Q-cleared engineers to 
contractors new in the AEC business, or to contractors facing a critical shortage 
of certain types of engineering talent. The service works about as follows: 
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The broker contacts engineers working for the AEC or for one of its contractors 
who have Q-clearances. He says that he can double their pay if they come with 
him. If the man agrees, he is told to continue at his present job until he hears 
from the broker. The broker then contacts AEC contractors or subcontractors 
in other areas who are in need of engineers. He offers to supply this engineer- 
ing talent on a contract basis. If the Commission contractor signs an agreement 
for these services, the broker then notifies the engineers, who quit their job and 
come to work for him. He immediately reassigns them to his contract and places 
them in the office of the new AEC contractor. This office supervises the employ- 
ees and pays the broker for their services. The men’s salaries are greatly 
increased through the following devices: 

(a) They are paid per diem for all the time in which they work for their new 
contractor. They are given travel allowances to visit their home base, often 
several hundred miles away, once per month. Various other ingenious types of 
such payment are devised and these essentially result in tax-free expense 
allowances to the men. In addtion, the labor broker takes a percentage for 
overhead. There is a report of one labor broker firm in New Jersey which 
cleared a hundred thousand dollars in 9 months. The men employed by these 
services find it highly profitable. Even if the job ends after several months, 
engineers today have no problem finding reemployment. The worst feature of 
the labor-brokerage practice, aside from the excessive costs which the buyer 
pays is the fact that once the labor broker’s men get inside the contractor's 
plant they immediately start recruiting the contractors own workers. It is 
standard practice to find men in the $5,000 to $6,000 bracket making double this 
amount while in the employment of labor brokers. These brokers camouflage 
their operations as engineering services. Thus they are difficult to distinguish 
from legitimate engineering services unless one is experienced in this field. The 
key difference between the legitimate engineering service and the labor broker 
is the fact that the former provides full supervision for its employees, and also 
provides consulting service through the use of certain key personnel assigned 
to the home office. 

These labor brokers find their best opportunities among firms who have re 
cently received an AEC contract, or among small firms who have had little ex- 
perience with engineering services and who are therefore unable to recognize 
this particular type of deception. 

The AEC estimates that the Commission and its prime contractors have lost 
about 24 engineers to labor brokers in this period. The Commission states that 
the problem, although a minor one at the present time, is potentially troublesome 
and therefore requires continued watching. They have been unsuccessful in 
devising any rules which would eliminate the possibility of a contractor hiring 
this type of service. They are therefore concentrating on an educational program 
to make all of the area offices and all of the important Commission contractors 
aware of the fact that this practice is in operation, and on explaining how to 
distinguish labor brokers from legitimate engineering consulting services, It is 
understood that the Army and the Navy face the problem on a considerably larger 
scale because of the greater volume and diversity of their engineering and pro- 
curement activities. 


Untrep States ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
SAVANNAH RIveER OPERATIONS OFFICE, 
Augusta, Ga., February 26, 1952. 
Information for the press (No. 37). 
For immediate use. 

Prospective job seekers at the Savannah River plant of the Atomic Energy 
Commission in South Carolina were warned today by the AEC and the du Pont 
Co. to be wary of persons claiming that they can “buy” employment for the job 
seeker at the plant. 

The warning was prompted by disclosure that several prospective job seekers 
recently paid money to strangers who made representations to them that jobs 
could be “bought” at the plant. When the prospective job seekers appeared for 
eluployment at the du Pont employment oflice, the referenced “jobs” naturally 
did not materialize. Sums ranging from $18 to $25 were paid the strangers. 

The AEC and du Pont emphasized that persons seeking employment should 
contact the du Pont employment office direct. Any person making representa- 
tion that he can “buy” employment for a prospective job seeker is misrepresent- 
ing the facts and should be reported promptly to the Atomic Energy Commission 
at the Savannah River plant (Augusta, 4-6392; Aiken, 1440). 
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A MEDICAL INQUIRY 


Unitep States ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., December 4, 1951. 


Hon. Barren McManon, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator MoMAnon: Mr. Borden has requested that we reply to you on 
the questions raised by Dr. [name withheld] in his letter to you of November 16, 
1951, in which he expresses concern about an apparent increase in miscarriages 
which he has observed in his practice. He asked for information concerning 
the possible relation of radiation from recent atomic bomb tests to this 
phenomenon. 

In the tests of last winter, some radioactive material was detected in snow 
over the Middle West and New England States, as noted by Dr. [name withheld] 
in his letter. In some regions, such as the area around Rochester, N. Y., this 
activity was sufficient to give some concern to the photographic industry, but 
was at no point of a level of biological importance. 

The data from the tests now in progress will not be available for some time, 
but the preliminary measurements on the fall out in different parts of the country 
show that the levels of radiation produced will be of the same order of magni- 
tude as those that resulted from the tests of last winter. Even the regions rela- 
tively close to the test site will not experience a total radiation dosage above 
0.001 roentgens. In view of the fact that we permit 300 times this amount per 
week for workers in the atomic-energy program, it is evident that there is no 
possibility that the minute amounts of radiation from the bombs will occasion 
any difficulty such as noted by Dr. [name withheld]. 

Further perspective may be gained by a consideration of the doses delivered 
to the pelvis in X-ray examinations of pregnant women for pelvic measurements. 
Drs. John S. Handloser and Robert A. Love, in Radiology, volume 57, pages 
252-54, August 1951, report that for the anterior-posterior view 35.6 roentgens 
are delivered to the pelvis, and approximately 9 roentgens may be delivered for a 
lateral view. These values are many thousands of times greater than can be 
experienced even relatively close to the testing site. 

The work of the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission in Japan has shown that 
at Hiroshima and Nagasaki women in the first trimester of pregnancy exposed 
to levels of radiation much greater than are involved in taking roentgenograms 
of the pelvis did not experience any unusual incidence of miscarriages. This is 
further indication that the safety levels which have been established by the 
Atomic Energy Commission are far on the conservative side. 

Statistics on the incidence of miscarriages over the United States are not 
reported to the United States Public Health Service, and such analysis is not 
available at the present time. We are, therefore, unable to answer the question 
about the frequency of miscarriages in other parts of the country. 

Sincerely yours, 
SHIELDS WaRREN, M. D., 
Director, Division of Biology and Medicine. 


CASUALTY RESEARCH IN JAPAN 


Untrep Srates Aromic ENercy COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 14, 1950. 

Dear Senator McManon: This is to supplement the reference in the Com- 
mission's current quarterly report to the project now underway in Japan to 
survey the effects on human beings of the atomic bombs dropped at Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki. 

The early history of this project and the preliminary results of the work 
were outlined in the Commission’s fifth semi-annual report. The project is 
being conducted by the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission of the National 
Research Council, and has been financed by funds appropriated to the Atomic 
Energy Commission and made available to the National Research Council under 
a contract between the Atomic Energy Commission and the National Academy 
of Sciences. The original contract was entered into as of July 1, 1947, for a 
period ending June 30, 1949, and has been extended to June 30, 1950. A further 
extension of the contract is now under consideration. The Atomic Bomb 
Casualty Commission was organized as a result of a Presidential directive 
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recommended by Secretary Forrestal in November 1946 following a report of 
the Armed Forces Joint Commission for Investigating the Effects of the Atomic 
Bomb in Japan. 

The main objectives which the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission felt it 
desirable to achieve were (1) to determine the medical changes brought about 
in those exposed to the atomic bomb explosions, and (2) to determine the 
genetic changes, if any, effected by ionizing radiations in offspring of persons 
exposed to the bomb explosions. To accomplish these objectives requires that, 
to the greatest extent practicable, complete examinations be made of adults 
and children (1) of the populations exposed to the bombings, and (2) of an 
adequate control population of persons not exposed to the bombings. The 
activities involved include physical examinations, blood studies, X-ray examina- 
tions, anthropometric studies on exposed children, investigation of pregnancy 
terminations and studies of deaths occurring in the bombed areas. 

It has been recognized that it is often difficult to translate the results of 
experiments on animals to human beings. The inhabitants of Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki constitute the only extensive human source of data for scientific 
study of the effects on human beings of actual explosions of the bomb. Records 
on persons who were in the bombed areas therefore provide a unique source 
of information on the medical aspects of atomic energy, and the medical findings 
have important significance for civilian defense planning in the United States. 
This is reflected in the report prepared for the National Security Resources 
sjoard on the medical aspects of atomic weapons and in publications by per- 
sonnel of the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission mentioned in the list which 
we enclose. 

The work under the program is described in some detail in the enclosed press 
release. One of the important recent developments, which has contributed to 
an increase in the volume of work under the program beyond initial expecta- 
tions, is in the field of ophthalmology. A preliminary survey started last year 
at Hiroshima, by Dr. David G. Cogan of the Harvard Medical School, revealed 
10 cases of cataracts believed to have been caused by the atomic bomb. Subse- 
quent examinations have led to the discovery of about 40 certain cases of 
radiation cataract and an additional 40 suspected cases. Full-scale continuance 
of this study, including follow-up examinations, is considered to be of great 
importance. 

The program also involves study of births in the two bombed cities. Con- 
tinued investigations on a large scale of live births, autopsies on still-born 
infants and infants dying soon after birth, and follow-up examinations of 
surviving year-old infants are necessary in order to detect small changes in the 
frequencies of congenital and inherited abnormalities. Further information is 
being obtained through comparative pediatric studies on groups of exposed and 
unexposed children to determine, if possible, their differences in growth and 
development. 

The difficulty of recruiting qualified American and Japanese personnel, the 
surmounting of language differences, and the problem of operating in the midst 
of a military occupation of a war-desolated enemy country, have constituted 
formidable obstacles to the program. In addition, difficulties have been en- 
countered in comparing abnormalities found in the irradiated population with 
control groups of unexposed persons, since there have been no adequate basic 
research studies from which to develop the normal base line for the Japanese 
population. For this reason, and because of the abnormal conditions prevailing 
in Japan during 10 years of war, the development of basic information has been 
difficult, making necessary such activities as a survey, in connection with the 
genetics program, to determine frequencies of various degrees of consanguineous 
marriage in Japanese communities. 

The scientific value of the information gathered depends in part on ability to 
make laboratory examinations of the greatest possible number of those persons 
who were exposed, and their offspring, and to examine a comparable number of 
unexposed persons. The activities of the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission 
were initially carried on at three places. Hiroshima and Nagasaki were sub- 
jected to different types of the bomb, are on different islands, and are separated 
by a distance of approximately 200 miles. Laboratories at both places were 
accordingly considered necessary initially. The city of Kure was selected as 
a site for the examination of a typical unexposed population. Later study of the 
program indicated the desirability of concentrating laboratory work chiefly at 
Hiroshima, of having only limited facilities at Nagasaki, and of using unexposed 
persons who have moved into Hiroshima and Nagasaki as controls in lieu 
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of using Kure as a control site. Plans for proposed new laboratory construction 
at Nagasaki and Kure were accordingly held in abeyance in the latter part o! 
1949 at the request of the Atomic Energy Commission, Construction went for- 
ward on a new laboratory at Hiroshima consisting of interconnected Quonset 
huts providing approximately 35,000 square feet of space and two additional huts 
providing approximately 7,000 square feet of space; this laboratory is now being 
completed and will replace inadequate quarters in a warehouse rehabilitated 
by the occupation forces. Present plans call for the rehabilitation of an exist- 
ing building at Nagasaki formerly occupied by military government personnel in 
lieu of any new construction. 

As yet no housing for personnel has been constructed under the program. We 
have only recently concluded that construction of housing for American person- 
oel working at Hiroshima will be necessary. Since there is no housing availabe 
for them in the Hiroshima area, American personnel live in Kure and commute 
daily to work. While the distance is only 30 miles, 14% hours’ travel time each 
way by bus is required, at a considerable loss of working time. 

After review of the circumstances the Atomic Energy Commission has au- 
thorized extension of the contract and continuance of the program at an aug- 
mented level. This is subject to the availability of funds. As stated in the 
Commission’s fifth semiannual report, the program of the Atomic Bomb Casualty 
Commission has been considered a long-term undertaking. At the time the con- 
tract with the National Academy of Sciences was entered into, no agency other 
than the Atomic Energy Commission had funds available for the support of this 
work, although the Army and Navy had, and continue to have, a major interest 
in the information resulting from the program. We feel that it is now appro 
priate for us to suggest to the National Research Council that future financing 
of the program for the fiscal year 1952 and subsequent fiscal years be shared with 
other interested agencies. 

Sincerely yours, 
Unirep States AromMtc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Sumner T. PrKe, Acting Chairman. 
Hon. Brien McMAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Eneray, 
Congress of the United States. 


Enclosures ;: List of publications, press release No. 28). 
List oF PUBLICATIONS BY PERSONNEL OF THE AToMiIc BomMs CasuALTy COMMISSION 


. Neel, James V., “Genetic Effects of the Atomic Bombs in Hiroshima and Naga- 
saki,” Science, 106, 331-333 (1947), No. 2754, Oct. 10. 

. Snell, F. M., Neel, J. V. and Ishibashi, K., “Hematological Studies in Hiro- 
shima and a Control City Two Years After the Atomic Bombing,” Archives 
of Internal Medicine, 84, 569-604 (1949), No. 4, October. 

. Snell, Fred M., “Obervations on the Hematological Values of the Japanese,” 
Blood (in press as of December 1949). 

. Neel, J. V., Kodani, M., Brewer, R., and Anderson, R,. C., “The Incidence of 
Consanguinity in Japan,” American Journal of Human Genetics (in press 
as of December 1949). 

5. Cogan, D. G., Martin, S. F., and Kimura, S., “Atomic Bomb Cataracts,” Science, 
110, 654-655 (1949), No. 2868, Dec. 16. 

5. Cogan, D. G., Martin, S. F., and Kimura, S., “Ophthalmologic Survey of 

Atomic Bomb Survivors in Japan, 1949” (in press as of December 1949). 


UnNtrep StrAtes Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION 


WASHINGTON 25, D. ©. 
For press and radio. 
No, 289. 
For release in Sunday newspapers, June 18, 1950. 


ATroMiIc BoMB CASUALTY COMMISSION To CONTINUE STUDIES OF JAPANESE ATOMIC 
Bomr SURvVIvors 


Japanese survivors of the atomic bombings at Hiroshima and Nagasaki have 
apparently recovered from the acute or immediate effects of the bombings, but 
within recent months the first evidence of delayed effects—the formation of eye 
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cataracts—has come to light, according to records of the Atomic Bomb Casualty 
Commission of the National Research Council. 

Since 1947, with the support of the Atomic Energy Commission, the ABCC 
has conducted continuous studies of the medical and genetics effects on the popu- 
lations of the two boinbed cities. 

The Japanese survivors make up the only group of human beings in the world 
who have been exposed to an atomic bomb burst. For this reason the medical 
findings of the ABCC have important significance for scientists and for military 
and civil defense planning in the United States. 

The findings will be reported in the scientific literature and will be made avail- 
able to the Department of Defense, National Security Resources Board, United 
States Public Health Service and other agencies, who will be responsible for 
defense and relief measures in the event of an atomic disaster in this country. 
To date ABCC has accumulated some data on more than 150,000 persons in the 
bombed areas . 

Dr. George Hardie, ABC Medical Branch, and John V. Lannan, AEC Finance 
Division, are now in Japan to study operations of the ABCC program. A similar 
survey was made in 1949 by Dr. John Z. Bowers, of the Division of Biology and 
Medicine. Dr. Hardie was formerly associated with the Division of Preventive 
Medicine, John Hopkins University. Mr. Lannan went to Japan from Formosa, 
where he has been on a special assignment for the Economic Cooperation Ad- 
ministration, on loan from the AEC. 

Seattered studies of the effects of the bomb blast were begun by medical 
observers attached to the Allied occupying forces in 1945. In order to organize 
the work on a more complete and orderly basis, the ABCC was set up by the 
NRC in 1947 under the Committee on Atomic Casualties. 

During the past 3 years, first under the direction of Dr. James V. Neel of 
the University of Michigan and now under Lt. Col. Carl F. Tessmer, United 
States Army, a considerable amount of data has been accumulated to serve as 
a base line in follow-up studies through the years. These data include physical 
examinations, blood studies, X-rays, pregnancy terminations, and growth studies 
of children. 

At the present time the Japanese survivors have recovered from the acute or 
immediate effects of the bomb blast, such as loss of hair, temporary infertility, 
and blood changes. The study of long-range effects, such as effects on growth, 
tumor, or eye cataract formation, and genetic changes, will require many years. 
In order to obtain definite information on inherited changes it will be necessary 
to make careful observation not only of the children of those bombed but their 
grandchildren as well. 

Following the discovery that radiation similar to that released in an atomic 
bomb burst had caused cataracts to form in the eyes of research workers in 
this country, a preliminary ophthalmac survey was started at Hiroshima last 
year. This survey, led by Dr. David G. Cogan and Dr. 8S. Forrest Martin of the 
Harvard Medical School, revealed 10 cases of cataracts believed to have been 
caused by the atomic bomb. Subsequent examination of 1,000 persons, most 
of whom were within 3,000 feet of the point above which the bomb exploded, has 
led to the discovery of about 40 certain cases of radiation cataract and an addi- 
tional 40 suspected cases. 

A full-scale ophthalmological study is now under way at Hiroshima and a 
survey of survivors at Nagasaki is also planned. Annual follow-ups will be 
made of a statistically significant sample of all persons known to have been 
within a certain radius of the bomb’s hypocenter. More frequent follow-ups 
of all known and suspected cases of cataract are planned. The eye studies are 
under the direction of Dr. S. J. Kimura. 

The medical follow-up of births in the two cities was begun in 1947, and to 
date approximately 35,000 births have been investigated. It has been estimated 
that at least 200,000 births must be studied in order to detect small changes in 
the frequencies of congenital and inherited abnormalities. 

In addition to using clinical methods to detect abnormalities present at birth, 
the ABCC, wherever possible and with the cooperation of the Japanese people, 
makes routine autopsies on stillborn infants and infants dying soon after 
birth. 

All live births are checked. In addition, the ABCC hopes to give each infant 
a follow-up examination at age 1 year. This will confirm earlier diagnoses and 
detect congenital and inherited abnormalities which often are difficult to dis- 
cover in the newborn. At the present time medical examinations of the newborn 
are being made at the rate of 700 births per month in Hiroshima and 800 births 
per month in Nagasaki. 
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In 1947 and 1948 a survey of approximately 300 exposed children and 300 
normal Japanese children was undertaken, under the direction of Dr. W. W. 
Greulich, of Stanford University, to determine possible differences in growth 
and development between these two groups. These pediatrics studies have been 
continued by the ABCC. By the end of 1949 almost 2,800 initial clinical exami- 
nations had been made under the program and 186 follow-up examinations were 
made during the year 1949. 

As has been the case in all biological and medical studies to determine radiation 
effects, it is necessary to compare abnormalities found in the irradiated popula- 
tion with so-called normal or control groups among the general population. This 
presupposes that a reliable base line has been developed through past experience. 
ABCC research workers have learned, however, in connection with the Japanese 
population that the basic research studies necessary to draw the normal base 
line are inadequate. 

Much of the effort of the ABCC has necessarily been expended in learning more 
about the normal state of health of the Japanese people. This has been made 
more difficult by the great social changes resulting from the war and the 
artificial type of population control resulting from the strong regulation of 
civilian activities during almost 10 years of war. 

For example, in 1949 the ABCC conducted a survey of 5,000 marriages to 
determine frequencies of various degrees of consanguineous marriages (mar- 
riages between blood relations) in Japanese communities. From a genetic point 
of view such marriages are of considerable interest, since they increase the 
chance for observing inherited family traits in the offspring. Such knowledge 
will assist in the evaluation of genetic effects observed in the survey cities and 
will assist scientists in comparing the Japanese data with those reported in 
other parts of the world. 

The initial arrangements for the genetics program were organized in January 
1947 by Dr. James V. Neel, University of Michigan, the first director of ABCC. 
The current program is under the direction of Dr. H. Grant Taylor and Dr. 
William J. Schull. 

Many unexpected problems have been met and solved in full or in part during 
the 3-year period over which the ABCC has been operating. For example, the 
difficulty of screen'ng exposed persons has been complicated by the fact that to 
have survived the atom bomb blast confers a certain social prestige upon an 
individual. Hence, many persons who apparently were nowhere near the explo- 
sions now claim to have been in the vicinity at the time of the bombing. 

According to present radiation census records, about 900 persons are definitely 
known to have been within 3,200 feet of the on-the-ground center of the explo- 
sion. The estimated number of survivors originally within the 6,500-foot zone, 
where radiation sickness was common, was approximately 80,000 in Hiroshima 
and 15,000 in Nagasaki. Many of these persons have since left the area. At 
present approximately 28,000 survivors still are believed to live within the 
6,500-foot zone. However, in order to get this sample it will be necessary to 
screen several times that number of persons. 

In the genetics program an effort has been made to determine the outcome of 
every pregnancy in the two towns under study. The most useful source of infor- 
mation on this group is obtained through the existing Japanese food ration 
regulations, which provide an additional ration for pregnant women. At Nag- 
asaki this method is supplemented by local legislation requiring a blood test of 
all pregnant women. Upon this basis the pregnant women are first interviewed 
and registered at about the fourth to sixth month. Future contact is then made 
to determine the outcome of pregnancy and make medical examination of the 
live births. 

Abnormal births are handled by a system of immediate reporting, which 
appears to function fairly successfully based on the effective cooperation of 
midwives and obstetricians. As in most countries current vital statistics on 
spontaneous abortions, stillbirths, and infant deaths are believed to be highly 
unreliable. 

The principal medical facilities have been set up at Hiroshima with sub- 
sidiary facilities at Nagasaki. 

One of the primary operating problems in the past has been the lack of housing 
at Hiroshima for the 135 American personnel working on the program. At 
present these persons must commute from Kure, 30 miles away, where they have 
been living, often in substandard housing, and have been spending about 3% 
hours per man per day in travel. 
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A housing construction program designed to accommodate all American per- 
sonnel working in Hiroshima is contemplated. With new housing and com- 
pleted medical and laboratory facilities at Hiroshima, approximately 50 to 
75 patients can be handled per day during fiscal 1951 with an increase to 75 
to 100 patients per day expected during fiscal 1952. This represents a sub- 
stantial increase over tae current figure of 40 patients per day. 

In addition to American and Allied personnel the ABCC employs at present 
650 Japanese personnel. The Japanese National Institute of Health, which is 
cooperating in the program, provides an additional 51 persons. The ABCC 
operates as an attached unit of the Public Health and Welfare Section of the 
General Headquarters of SCAP. 

The first studies of atomic-bomb casualties were carried out in late 1945 and 
early 1946 by the Joint Commission for the Investigation of the Atomic Bombing 
in Japan. On its return to the United States, this group recommended that long- 
term studies of these effects be started. After several conferences among the 
armed services, the Manhattan District and the National Research Council of 
the National Academy of Sciences, this recommendation was approved with the 
understanding that the authorized studies would be made under the supervision 
of the NRC. ; 

These recommendations were transmitted to the President who approved them 
stipulating “* * * the Council be authorized to enlist the aid of governmental! 
agencies and personnel, and such civilian agencies and personnel as may be 
needed. Further, that those governmental agencies whose aid is requested by the 
Council be authorized and requested to provide the needed cooperation.” 

Upon this basis, the Atomic Energy Commission was asked to provide financial 
support for the studies. A contract was entered into for a period ending June 30, 
1949, and this was subsequently extended. 

A second survey group was the Brues-Henshaw Commission which worked in 
Japan during the latter part of 1946 and the early portion of 1947, under Dr. 
Austin M. Brues, director of biology, Argonne National Laboratory, and Paul 
S. Henshaw, Clinton engineer works, Oak Ridge, Tenn. When this group departed 
from Japan, there remained behind a nucleus consisting of one naval and two 
Army medical officers to carry out an interim program. The Atomic Bomb 
Casualty Commission has grown from this nucleus. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C., February 15, 1951. 
Mr. WILLIAM BorDEN, 
Clerk, Atomic Energy Committee, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Brut: IT am enclosing herewith information on the research program in 
Hiroshima. It is my understanding that the appropriation on this program has 
been cut, and I wish you would look into this matter for me and advise. You 
might also speak to the chairman about this. 

With best regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Caru T. DURHAM. 


NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL, 
DIVISION OF MEDICAL SCIENCES, 
Washington 25, D. C.. February 12, 1951. 
Dr. JosSePpH Koeprii, 
Scientific Adviser, Department of State, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Dr. Koreprir: At the conference held in your office on February 7, 1951, 
you requested that certain basic factual information be supplied you regarding 
the disposition of the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission in Japan in order 
that the potential interest of the Department could be assessed. 

The information you requested is herewith submitted. 

Very sincerely, 
M. C. WINTERNITz, M. D., Chairman. 
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NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL, 
DIVISION OF MEpIcaL SCIENCES, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 9, 1951. 
Memorandum 
To: Scientific Adviser, Department of State, 
From: Dr. M. C. Winternitz, Chairman, Division of Medical Sciences 
Re: Status, Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission 


History 

The Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission was established in December 1946 
as the field agency of the Committee on Atomic Casualties of the National Re- 
search Council to study the long-term medical effects of the atomic bombs ex- 
ploded in Japan. 

There are appended copies of a series of documents tracing the development 
of this study. 

On the basis of recommendations made by the Joint Commission (Army-Navy- 
Manhatton District) for Investigating the Effects of the Atomic Bombs in 
Japan (tab 1), the Surgeon General of the Army Service Forces requested the 
National Research Council to make suitable recommendations for continued 
studies (tab 2). 

A provisional committee, at the invitation of the Council, met on June 24, 
1946, and their recommendations were transmitted to the Surgeons General of 
the Army and Navy. 

The Surgeon General of the War Dpartment acknowledged the recommnda- 
tions of the committee (tab 3) and made arrangements for a survey of the 
situation in Japan by two civilian scientists, Drs. Austin Brues and Paul Hen- 
shaw (tab 4). The report prepared by these men further confirmed the de- 
sirability of long-term medical and biological studies of the atomic bombing 
survivors. 

It was generally agreed by all scientists consulted that a minimum study 
period of 10 years should be assured or the project should not be undertaken. 

The Surgeon General of the Navy indicated the approval and interest of 
the Department of the Navy (tab 5). He recommended to the then Secretary 
of the Navy, Mr. James Forrestal, that a Presidential directive be issued direct- 
ing the council to carry out the indicated studies. Such actions was initiated 
(tab 6). On November 18, 146, Mr. Forrestal requested such a directive (tab 7) 
and Presidential approval was obtained on November 26, 146. 

The Secretary of War stated the interest of the War Department in the project 
(tab 8S) and additional expressions of the importance of this project to the mili- 
tary services were forwarded by the Surgeon General of the Army (tab 9) and 
of the Navy (tab 10). Shortly thereafter, the National Research Council was 
informed that no funds were available in the Navy (tab 11) or Army (tab 12) 
to support the project. 

The interest of the Air Forces was expressed by the Deputy Chief of Air Staff 
for Research and Development (tab 13). 

At the request of the Director, the Army Institute of Pathology has been 
designed as the repository for all X-rays and photographic pictures, case his- 
tories, autopsy and biopsy material, and other data collected by the Atomic 
Bomb Casualty Commission. 

On the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget, the National Research 
Council approached the United States Atomic Energy Commission for financial 
support for the studies in Japan. A contract fer this purpose was signed (tab 
14), and the National Research Council immediately initiated the work in the 
field. 

On June 25, 1948, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, National Military Establishment. 
through the Armed Forces Special Weapons Projects, affirmed its interest in the 
pgs as potentially providing it with information vital to its area of interest 
(tab 15). 

On August 21, 1950, the Atomic Energy Commission advised by letter that 
the appropriation in support of the program would be $1,700,000 for fiscal year 
1951; that for fiscal year 1952 would be limited to $1,000,000, and that the 
National Research Council should approach other agencies of Government fer 
further financing. 

Representatives of the National Research Council and of the Atomic Energy 
Commission visited the project and returned in agreement that the funds pro- 
posed and available were inadequate to carry out the study as planned. 
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At a meeting of the Advisory Committee on Biology and Medicine of the 
Atomie Bnergy Commission held in Hanford on January 12 and 13, 1951, it was 
agreed that in view of the limitation of funds, plans should be made for closing 
out over a period 12 to 18 months. It was also recommended that the potential 
interest of the Departments of State and of Defense be ascertained. 

At the meeting of the Committee on Atomic Casualties of the National 
Research Council held in Washington on February 8, 1951, the program was 
again reviewed in the light of funds assured. The firm conclusion was reached 
that. under the circumstances, it was mandatory to commence termination of 
the program immediately and that final close-out date of approximately Septem- 
ber 1, 1951, be established. 

Moves to this end have been initiated and the Departments of State and of 
Defense have been informed. 


Physical plant 

Temporary laboratories were established in Hiroshima, Nagasaki, and Kure. 
The latter was abandoned on August 31, 1950. Plans for semipermanent labora- 
tories in the three cities were drawn. Due to increasing limitations imposed by 
finance, only the laboratory at Hiroshima was erected. It is now in operation 
and patients are being examined at the rate of 65 per day. 


Staff 

A staff of American scientific personnel of high caliber was recruited, and 
supplemented by Allied and Japanese nationals, they have carried forward the 
work. The total staff of all ranks and nationalities numbers 1,061 persons. 
Finance 

Appropriated funds for this program, for plant and operations will, by June 30, 
1951, total $5,400,000. Cost of close-out subsequent to that date will add approxi- 
mately $1,700,000 to a final total of $7,100,000. 


Vedical findings 

Following characterization, by various methods of census, of the populations 
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki with respect to such factors as distance from the 
hypocenter at the time of the bombing, history of radiation disease, etc., sys- 
tematic medical studies, to the extent permitted by limitations of staff and space, 
were initiated and certain disease entities, such as cataracts and leukemia, at- 
tributable to the effects of radiant energy, have been identified. A genetic pro- 
vram, originally contemplating examination of 200,000 infants in the two cities 
over a 10-year period, has already achieved proportions without parallel in the 
history of man. As of December 1, 1950, a total of 54,052 patients had been 
examined. 


International relations 

The directorate and the staff of the Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission have 
established relations with the deans and faculties of every university and med 
ical school in Japan, with the Japan Science Council, and with every Ministry 
of the Japanese Government. Representatives of the Commission have attended 
many national medical and scientific meetings throughout Japan in the past year. 


Discussion 

The planning, construction, and operation of laboratories designed to assess, 
insofar as possible, the resu!ts of a unique experiment on the surviving popula- 
tions of the cities of Nagasaki and Hiroshima have been difficult. The inevitable 
problems related both to staffing and operating them have arisen and, in the 
large, been met. The program for these reasons has admittedly been slow to get 
under way. At the present time, however, the work is proceeding satisfactorily 
at Hiroshima and data of a significant nature are now being gathered rapidly. 
\lternative 

The alternative to abandonment is conditioned by several factors. To bring 
the existing laboratories to full effectiveness will require erection of housing and 
community facilities in Hiroshima. 

The existing situation whereby the American personnel must commute daily 
from their housing in Kure is intolerable in terms of economy of time, effort, and 
inoney. The latter loss can be accurately estimated as of the order of $80,000 
annually in salaries alone. The present laboratory would more than double its 
present effectiveness by the erection of two additional units. $1,500,000 would be 
required to effect these essential moves. 
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At present the cost of operation is of the order of $141,000 per month to a total 
of $1,700,000 per year, An annual budget of $2,000,000 per year over a period of 
at least 5 years would have to be assured to make the reward commensurate with 
effort of maintaining the project. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Jornt COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
February 27, 1951. 
Representative Cart T. DuRHAM, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. DurHAM: Replying to your letter of February 15, I can say that 
medical studies of the survivors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki will not be ter- 
minated this year, press reports to the contrary notwithstanding. The Atomic 
Energy Commission (which finances these studies) and the National Academy of 
Sciences (which administers them) have both advised that the program will 
go forward. 

The only uncertainty involved is the scale on which it is to proceed. At 
preseat, the AEC is spending $1,700,000 per year on the Atomic Bomb Casualty 
Commission. It now proposes to reduce this sum to $1,000,000 in fiscal 1952, 
and the newspaper publicity you may have seen was generated from that fact. 
It does not seem that such a budget reduction need impair the basic effectiveness 
of the project. The reduction flows from the difficulty of maintaining the full 
scope of present activities in light of the Korean war and the possibility of a 
Japanese peace treaty. 

All the responsible people directing the casualty studies are keenly aware of 
their value and are determined to keep them in operation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Wittram L. Borpen, 

Erecutive Director. 


Untrep Srares Aromic Energy COMMISSION, 
. Washington 25, D. C. August 29, 1951. 


Dean SENATOR McManon: This letter is for the purpose of appraising the 
joint committee of the major events of interest which have developed in the 
Atomic Bomb Casualty Commission program in Japan within the past year. 

Our letter to you of June 14, 1950, reviewed the history of the project set 
up in Japan in 1947 to study the effects on human populations of the Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki bombings, and outlined the program’s objectives. This letter 
is based on our further study of the project since that time. 


Scientific program 

A radiation census of the 96,000 and 89,000 survivors who were in Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki, respectively, at the time when the bombs were dropped on the 
two cities has been completed. The pediatrics program as now conceived, 
which includes the repeated examination of all children present in the highly 
irradiated areas at the time of the bombings and the examination of all children 
born of parents one or both of whom were exposed to the bombs, will, we 
believe, make apparent any important changes in the growth rate of such 
children. The examination of adults exposed to radiation has been altered 
to shift primary emphasis to those in the most highly irradiated sections of 
the population, and is being aimed now toward disclosing any consistent and 
systematic effects of the bomb radiation. The genetics program has revealed 
that there is a slight increase in mutation frequency among children of irradiated 
parents. However, samples are as yet not sufficiently large to enable this to 
be stated as a general conclusion, and work will continue in this field. Data 
we hope to obtain from this phase of the program may, of course, be of funda- 
mental value in the future design of atomic energy plants. 

A feature of the program which we consider of great importance is the secur- 
ing of pathological data on irradiated persons. Plans are going forward to 
enlarge upon this important source of information by securing the active co- 
operation of all pathologists in Japan in an effort to obtain complete autopsies 
on every person exposed to radiation, wherever they might happen to be in 
Japan at the time of death, and by securing additional pathological information 
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incident to surgery. Although this coverage will not be complete, it does repre- 
sent a very substantial and noteworthy step in the proper direction. 

Progress is continuing in the study of leukemia, where it is now apparent 
that there is an increased frequency of the disease among the irradiated ponnia- 
tion; in the study of cataracts, where special survey methods are bringing about 
recognition of this condition approximately one year earlier than otherwise would 
be the case; in the field of cytogenetics, where findings of consequence and 
importance are daily being added to the radiation records; and in the screening 
of general sickness, where special attention is given to significantly ill individuals 
with the thought that it is among this fraction of the population that the 
important changes due to radiation will become apparent. 


Organization 

Organizationwise, certain steps have been taken by the contractor, the National 
Academy of Sciences, with our cooperation, which we believe will simplify the 
administration of the project considerably. 

In Japan, various related departments have been amalgamated into five 
major divisions for more efficient and economical operation, with over-all author- 
ity and responsibility vested entirely in the field director in Japan. American 
personnel is to be gradually replaced by Japanese personnel in all but key 
supervisory positions, thereby encouraging the Japanese and at the same time 
materially cutting salary costs. 

In Washington, the administrative structure has been recast. Until recently 
the National Academy of Sciences discharged its functions under the contract 
with the AEC for the most part through the National Research Council. Begin- 
ning July 1, 1951, the National Research Council withdrew from this role, and 
an informal joint AEC-National Academy of Sciences advisory committee was 
established to advise the National Academy of Sciences with respect to the 
scientific program and to review the program budget to assure its compatability 
with established scientific objectives. The National Academy of Sciences has 
also appointed an executive officer who will be responsible for the day-to-day 
affairs of the project in Washington, and will serve as liaison between the joint 
advisory committee, the National Academy of Sciences, and the AEC. 


Construction 

As we mentioned in our letter of June 14, 1950, the lack of housing facilities at 
Hiroshima has created a serious commuting problem which has resulted in the 
loss of at least 3 hours of useful work per day per employee and an estimated 
annual expense of the order of $160,000—$490,000 was allocated in 1950 for the 
construction of housing facilities at Hiroshima. It developed, however, that the 
plans submitted could not be executed within the funds available. 

A construction program developed this year for Hiroshima is designed to im- 
prove the efficiency of project operations by providing for needed administrative 
and housing facilities Within the as yet unobligated and presently available funds 
mentioned above. Two of the four buildings contemplated will be additions to 
the existing laboratory and clinical installation, and will achieve the centraliza- 
tion, so far lacking but needed for efficient operation, of records and equipment 
at Hiroshima. Quonset material for the erection of these two buildings is already 
on hand in Japan, having originally been purchased for the construction of a 
laboratory at the abandoned Kure control site. The other two buildings will be 
dormitories, or BOQ-type structures, for Allied male, Allied female, and Japa- 
nese professional personnel. With the completion of these facilities, costly com- 
mutation can be discontinued and further reductions in operating costs will be 
possible and are planned. 

Financial 

It was our hope that AEC financial assistance to the program could be limited 
to an annual operating cost of $1,000,000 beginning with the fiscal year 1952, 
by having other interested Government agencies share in the financing, The 
Departmets of the Army, Navy, and Air Force have assured us of their interest 
and agree with our estimate of the scientific value of the program. Budvetary 
considerations indicate, however, that the program in its present scope should 
be financed and controlled by a single Government agency, presently the AEC. 
Therefore, until such time as the construction program at Hiroshima is com- 
pleted, and pending replacement of American personnel by Japanese personnel, 
we have approved an operating budget of $1,300,000 for the program for the 
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fiscal year 1952, This is a reduction from the actual operating cost of approxi- 
mately $1,500,000 in the fiscal year 1951. 


Effect of Japanese Peace Treaty 
The scientific adviser of the State Department has advised us that negotiations 
for the Japanese peace treaty will not stand in the way of effective continuance 
of the program after the occupation is terminated, and concurs in our belief that 
this program is of scientific importance and in the national interest. 
Sincerely yours, 
Untrep States Atomic ENercy COMMISSION, 
Gorpon Dean, Chairman. 
Hon. Brien McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 


RADIOACTIVE GOLF BALLS 
Jury 30, 1951. 
Memorandum to the files, 
From Edward L. Heller, Joint Committee Staff. 
Subject : Radioactive golf balls. 

In answer to an interesting inquiry from a Member of Congress concerning 
radioactive golf balls and golf-ball locaters, the following facts have been 
obtained from the Atomic Energy Commission's instrument branch. It now 
appears that the use of a Geiger counter to locate radioactive golf balls is not 
practical for the simple reason that to make the golf balls radioactive enough to 
be identified at a reasonable distance would result in a golf ball much too radio- 
active to have around your person for any extended period. 

The radioactive material which would have to be inserted in the center of the 
golf ball would be dangerously radioactive in the event that children were to 
eut the golf ball open and come directly in contact with it. The mathematics 
work out about as follows: © 

In order to detect a golf ball at a distance of 3 feet with a commercial Geiger 
counter, it would be necessary to have an activity at the surface of the golf 
ball of about 100 milliroentgen per hour. The tolerance dose of radiation now 
used throughout the Atomic Energy Commission is 300 milliroentgen per week 
On this basis, the golf ball would be dangerous if carried over 3 hours per week 
To obtain 100 milliroentgens per hour at the surface of the golf ball, it would 
be necessary to have a source with an activity of about that equivalent to 17 
micrograms of radium at the center of the golf ball. If the golfer were to carry 
6 to 12 golf balls, in his bag, which is not unusual, they would create a sourc: 
of radioactivity hazard. Further, they would ruin the film in any cameras kept 
within several feet of them for any length of time. The Geiger counter necessary 
to detect golf balls at a distance of 3 feet would cost from $100 to $300 and 
would be a rather bulky item about the size of a workman's lunch box. The 
range at which the golf balls can be detected could be doubled by the use of a 
scintillation counter but this instrument is even larger and costs between $300 
and $700. 

It would thus appear that while the idea at first look seems most attractive, ii 
is impractical for two reasons. First, the equipment needed to detect a golf bal! 
is too expensive to be practical and secondly, the activity required of the golf 
ball in order to be detectable with the best instrumentation is too high for safety 


THE $78 SIREN 
Aveust 12, 1951. 
Memorandum to the file, 
From: Edward L. Heller, joint committee staff 
Subject : Siren on AEC mail-delivery truck. 

In the summer of 1951 an AEC mail truck was noticed driving around town 
equipped with a police-type siren. The truck carried standard AEC markings 
on the door and was painted the standard green color used by the vehicle manu 
facturer for his commercial vehicles. These facts were brought to the com 
mittee staff's attention with the question as to whether or not the taxpayers 
money had been wasted by the procurement of this special equipment. 
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A check with the Commission indicated that the vehicle belongs to the Radi- 
ation Instrument Branch which is located out at the Bureau of Standards 
Laboratory. A telephone call to Mr. Robert L. Butenhoff, Chief of the Radiation 
Instruments Branch, resulted in the following explanation : 

About 2 years ago the AEC organized monitoring teams throughout the coun- 
try. Each of these teams was equipped with an ample supply of detection in- 
struments and was trained in the use of these instruments. The main purpose in 
organizing these teams was to provide disaster crews in the event of a disaster 
at one of the atomic-energy sites. One of the teams was located in Washington 
with headquarters in the Radiation Instruments Branch. This team offered 
its services to the Civil Defense Agency on a limited basis until such time as 
CDA had trained monitoring crews in the District. In organizing to effectively 
carry out its offer of assistance to CDA, kits of instruments are located in four 
different places throughout the District. The green-panel-body truck assigned 
to the Radiation Instruments Branch is used to pick up these instruments on a 
routine basis for shop check. It is principally used to deliver mail between the 
Commission’s downtown offices and the Radiation Instruments Branch, to pick 
up supplies and materials used in the work of the branch, and to carry personnel 
between the downtown offices and the Bureau of Standards. It was decided to 
equip this truck with a siren and flashing red light in order that it might be 
used in the event of a CDA alert and insure that the vehicle would have right-of- 
way on Washington streets during an alert for a disaster. The Commission pro- 
vided the necessary siren at a cost of approximately $72 and the siren was in- 
stalled at an additional cost of $6. 

E. L. H. 


UNUSUAL MAIL 


{From Rochester Democrat-Chronicle, February 20, 1952] 


Two BILLIONS ASKED TO DeveLop “ATOMIC WoMAN” 
(By Rose McKee) 


Wasuineton.—(INS)—What the world needs is an “atomic woman” and Con- 
gress Should appropriate 2 billion dollars for her development. 

This “worth-while project” was proposed to the Senate-House Atomic Com- 
mittee by a store operator in British Guiana. His is one of some 100 letters 
which pour into the committee every week from all over the globe. 

very letter is read and those with even a glint ofa practical idea are referred 
to experts on the Atomic Energy Commission for follow-up action. Frequently 
this means sending a patent application to the letter writer for his own protection 

n event he might really have an invention. 

The British Guinan didn't get that kind of an answer though he put up an 
argument for his “atomic woman.” He told the lawmakers they shouldn't worry 
about development of “atomic rockets or ships or cars or planes.” He wrote: 

‘Let’s concentrate first on an atomic woman and after her, let’s make it plural! 
atomic women, It would only take a year and Congress should be glad to ap- 
propriate 2,000 million dollars for the project.” 

From atomic women he proposed the committee go to atomic men and then 
there would be a market for longevity atomic people to buy atomic vehicles.” 

Some letters are concisely to the point. One man curtly wrote: “Dear Sir, I 
am the inventor of the A-bomb. When do I get paid?” 

Recent mail has disclosed a pattern of fantastic worry over something sup- 
posedly called “interbrain communication.” The writers purport to think this 
weird communication actually exists—and that it is enabling the Communists 
to rob the country of high secrets. 

One correspondent urged the committee to look into the “large organization of 
operators of this transmitting system which is built by private manufacturers for 
subversive use.” 

This is the way he figured the device worked: “A medium contacts the sender 
brain and the receiver brain in such a way that the person (tapped) would not 
be made aware of the phemonena.” 

He protested that these interbrain “thefts” are going on at the White House, 
the Supreme Court, the FBI, the Pentagon, and even in Congress. 

Another writer claimed that a “secret radar transmitter sends radio beams 
through a person and returns to the sender the person’s secrets.” 
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Still another complained that spies are “able to read my mind 24 hours a day.” 
He said it was all pretty tiresome and he wished the lawmakers would figure 
out someway to give him relief. 


PHOTOSYNTHESIS 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
October 11, 1951. 
ATOMIc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
(Attention: Mr. Gordon Dean, Chairman) 

GENTLEMEN: I understand that atomic energy furnishes the most promising 
scientific tools for attempting to penetrate the mystery of photosynthesis. Since 
you are supporting certain research projects in this field, and since the subject 
fires the imagination because of its possible revolutionary implications for the 
world food supply, I would very much appreciate a status report indicating what 
you are now doing, what you plan to do, how you are cooperating with others, 
and your hopes for the future—including hopes that may at the moment seem far 
removed from realization. 

The joint committee’s records should, I believe, reflect both its interest in 
photosynthesis research and what you are doing to advance such research. 

Sincerely yours, 
Brien MCMAHON, Chairman. 


Unitep States Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 26, 1951. 
Hon. Brien MCMAHON, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator McManon: In response to your request of October 11, 1951, 
for a status report on the activities of the Atomic Energy Commission in the 
field of photosynthesis, we are attaching a report on this subject prepared by 
Dr. N. Edward Tolbert of the Division of Biology and Medicine. 

As you know, the Division of Biology and Medicine has a continuing interest 
in photosynthesis research because of the unique approach to the study afforded 
by the use of radioactive carbon, and because of our general responsibility for 
studying the effects of radiation on living organisms. We are very pleased to 
have made possible some important contributions in this field of current inter- 
est through our biology and medicine research program. We trust that you will 
freely call upon us for whatever additional information you may desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Gorpon Dean, Chairman. 


PHOTOSYNTHESIS RESEARCH AND THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
(N. Edward Tolbert, U. S. Atomic Energy Commission) 


Research in photosynthesis is an excellent example of an old problem being 
attacked with successful results by a new tool, radioisotopes, in this case radio- 
active carbon-14. Photosynthesis is the unique process which enables plants t 
use light energy in producing carbohydrates from carbon dioxide and water wit! 


the liberation of exygen. 


Interest in photosynthesis has been active in recent years because of increased 


chemical knowledge and of its economic importance, and it has been greatly 


stimulated through the use of an atomic-energy byproduct, radioactive carbon — 
Funds available from the AEC for fundamental research have still further stimu — 
lated progress in the understanding of this important process. In a sense photo — 
synthesis links our lives with the nuclear reactions of the sun, for the light energy © 


used by plants is generated at a constant rate in the sun by subatomic reactions 
At present the work in photosynthesis can be divided into two rather different 
fields. The first and most important aspect is fundamental research on the 


minute details of the process itself. The second and of more immediate prac — 


tical application lies in large-scale growing of algae under semicontrolled condi 
tions—a marriage between biochemistry and engineering. Many smaller labora 
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tories in various parts of the United States might with profit transfer some of 
this fundamental research toward a study of some of the problems of photo- 
synthesis. 

AEC support of photosynthesis research 

The AEC has supported research in photosynthesis because (1) the adapta- 
tion of radioactive carbon to biological research has been a major scientific ad- 
vance, (2) the AEC is interested in the affect of radiation on this vital process, 
and (3) photosynthesis research is of major importance to the Nation. This 
work is summarized in the following enclosures. 

I. Enclosure A is a table of AEC projects directly related to the support of 
photosynthesis research. These projects total $194,000 and utilize about 12 scien- 
tific man-years and at least an equal number of technical man-years. Projects 
at the AEC laboratories are solely supported by the AEC; projects at universities 
receive about half their support from this source. 

Il. Enclosure B is that section dealing with photosynthesis copied 
from the next eleventh AEC Semiannual Report to Congress. It includes one 
project at the University of Wisconsin for $6,750 which is purposely omitted 
from enclosure A as it is not a direct photosynthesis project. 

Fundamental research in photosynthesis 

With respect to the fundamental research, this field can be divided into three 
parts: (1) The light reaction whereby radiant energy is absorbed by the plant; 
(2) enzymatic catalyzed biochemical steps whereby carbon dioxide is converted 
or reduced into organic material such as sugar; and (3) the complex and un- 
known biochemical mechanisms by which the light energy is transferred into 
potential chemical energy for the reduction of the carbon dioxide. 

Basic research essential to the solution of these problems is being conducted 
at biochemical laboratories in universities and research institutions. The num- 
ber of laboratories actually doing research specifically directed toward an under- 
standing of the photosynthetic process, however, is rather limited. Many of the 
university research projects involve only a small amount of equipment and one or 
two graduate students under the direction of one professor. The larger groups 
consisting of more than one senior investigator doing photosynthesis research 
in the United States are as follows: 

(1) University of California, Radiation Laboratory, Drs. M. Calvin and Benson 
and their group. This project has been doing the outstanding research in this 
country during the last 5 years on the chemistry of the transformation from CO, 
to sugar. They have been solely supported by the AEC and have made great 
advances. 

(2) University of Illinois, Drs. Emerson, Rabinowitch, and Holt. 

(3) University of Chicago, Drs. Franck and Gaffron. 

(4) Oak Ridge and Brookhaven National Laboratories, Drs. Gibbs and Arnold. 

(5) Carnegie Institution at Stanford and also Stanford University, Drs, 
Franch, Van Niel, and Blinks. 

(6) University of Wisconsin, Drs. Daniels and Stauffer. 

(7) University of Utah, Drs. Eyring, Spikes, and Lumry. 

Mass culturing of algae 

There is a possibility of an application within a few years of solar energy 
through photosynthesis to the mass culturing of algae. These are minute often 
single-celled plants which live in fresh water or the sea. They now form the 
basic food supply for the tiny animals which themselves support the larger 
animals of the sea. In the long-range planning of the world’s economy the pos- 
sibilities exist (1) that the problem of world food supply will become increas- 
ingly important and (2) that we will be faced with a serious depletion of fuel 
reserves, coal, and oil. It is theoretically possible that mass culturing of algae 
could alleviate both these problems, since these tiny plants can be grown in im- 
mense quantities and at a very rapid rate. The plant tissues formed could be 
basic food for men, as well as possible sources of fuel and energy. 

The AEC has given financial support indirectly to this area of research, not 
only because of its interest in photosynthesis, but because of the possibility of 
the utilization of growing algae to decontaminate waste waters of radioactivity. 
Below are listed the chief university projects in the United States concerned 
with mass culturing of algae: 

(1) Arthur J. Little Co., of Boston, an industrial engineering institution, is 
doing exploratory work in this field for Carnegie Institute. This project had 
been carried on earlier at Stanford Research Institute and supported by Car- 
negie. 





130 WAGE PAYMENTS AT NEVADA TEST SITE 


(2) Carnegie Institute Laboratory at Stanford, Calif., under the direction 
of Dr. 8. French is doing applied research on culturing of algae and fundamental 
photosynthesis research. 

(3) At the University of Texas, Dr. Jack Myers is studying mass culturing 
of algae and the uptake of fission products by algae. This project has been 
partially supported by the AEC for over 3 years and recently Carnegie Institute 
has also been giving it some support. 

(4) At the University of Maryland Dr. Cross has a small project on growing 
of algae supported by Carnegie Institute. 

Most investigators concerned with photosynthesis are also interested in algae 
growing, but those who are particularly enthusiastic about its possibilities are: 
Vannevar Bush, John Burley, Carnegie Institution; Farrington Daniels, R. H. 
Burris, J. F. Stauffer, M. Johnston, University of Wisconsin; M. Calvin, A. A. 
Benson, University of California; Dean Burk, National Institutes of Health. 

The successful mass culturing of algae will require the cooperation of biologists 
and industrial engineers. (1) Botanists and bacteriologists should cooperate in 
choosing algae with best growth characteristics; (2) biochemists and botanists 
must choose algae that will fix atmospheric nitrogen as well as CO; and thus 
eliminate a feeding requirement; (3) engineers, biochemists, and bacteriologists 
are needed to work out growth-chamber techniques for mass culturing of algae 
as they now grow molds for penicillin; (4) nutritionists can determine the food 
values; and (5) chemists can study the conversion of the organic material for 
our industries. 


Possibilities and plans for the future 

(1) Much more fundamental research over a period of 5 to 25 years is neces- 
sary to unravel the intricate steps and mechanisms by which the plant can convert 
CO, and water to sugars and product O,. 

(2) This field being scientifically very complex, future conferences and surveys 
would aid in outlining the most profitable avenue of research. AEC, ONR, NIH, 
and Carnegie Institute should be interested in supporting such a joint conference. 

Concurrently a detailed survey by a biochemist might be made of the facilities 
and the investigators that are working on photosynthesis and algae culturing. 
Such a survey would not be complete unless it also included laboratories in Eu- 
rope. European scientists are more aware of the potentialities of photosynthesis 
than we are, and they are doing a large amount of work on it. 

(3) At present it is difficult to estimate the number of people and dollars 
directed toward a solution of photosynthesis or algae culturing. Probably a 
maximum of 100 people in the United States are studying some phase of photo- 
synthesis this year and are using an annual budget of $700,000. Mass culturing 
of algae has received in the past much less attention or support. 

To encourage more rapid advance in these fields requires both men and money, 
but manpower is definitely the bottleneck. It takes 8 to 10 years or longer after 
high school to train a doctor of philosophy in biochemistry, biophysics, bacter- 
iology, or botany to do competent research in photosynthesis. 

Thus, today we can give ample support to those so trained and make it possible 
that more graduate and undergrate students can stay in school and be trained 
in this field. A doubling or tripling of funds available for this type of research 
would increase somewhat the output of the men in this field and might also pull 
investigators trained in other fields of biology into photosynthesis research. 
While considerably more money can be spent on photosynthesis research, unlim- 
ited funds will certainly not solve the problem. Nevertheless, the support of 
photosynthesis research in the past has been very modest indeed when compared 
with the substantial investment in other major biological fields. 

(4) With a complete understanding of photosynthesis it may be possible to 
make the process go in a test tube. Each time something new is discovered about 
each one of these steps the newspapers claim that soon we will be producing food 
by this method. At this time this is gross exaggeration. 

Dr. Hollaender, director of the AEC Oak Ridge National Laboratory, has writ- 
ten, “I personally feel that too much is being spent on the study of quantum 
efficiency of photosynthesis since the question of whether 4 quanta or 8 quanta are 
required is not the most important question.” The approach from the biochemical 
angle trying to elucidate the chemical steps in the process has considerable scien- 
tific promise and should be more valuable industrialwise at present. 

(5) Brighest hope for food production at present lies in the mass culturing 
of algae now mainly being sponsored by Carnegie Institute. The use of algae 
for food is still somewhere between the speculative stage and the first trials. 
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Future research in this field will be of value to the AEC for it can be applied 
to the waste-disposal problems. Mass culturing of algae should also become of 
interest to oil and chemical companies. In the very long range perspective 
industry may benefit from such research as algae may be their ultimate carbon 
source for synthesis work. 


itomic Energy Commission partially supported research in photosynthesis ’* 





l : 
AEC | Number 





Institution Title Investigator | total 
} 
' 


man- 
| years 
| Support | scientist 
arkansas, University of __. Intermediary metabolism of | J. M. Siegel_..........| $11,800 | 1.0 
| photosynthesis bacteria. 
Brookhaven National] | Metabolism and photosynthesis | M. Gibbs_---- ..-.---| 2325, 000 1,2 
Laboratory. in plants. | 
California, University of The path of carbon in photo- | M. Calvin and A. A. | 483,000 4.5 
synthesis. - | Benson, | 
Oak Ridge Nationa] Lab- | Biochemical and biophysical in- | W. A. Arnold 3 40, 000 2.5 
oratory. vestigations in photosynthesis | | | 
with particular attention to | | j 
the light reaction. | | 
Smithsonian Institution Biochemical investigation of | R. Withrow_.......--. 9, 600 1.0 
photomorphogenesis in green } 
plants 
Utah, University of “ Studies of photosynthesis pro- | R. Lumry and J. C. 24, 000 2.0 
cesses in cell-free preparations. Spikes. | 


| 





1 Direct work on photosynthesis; other projects in plant biochemistry may be related scientifically. 

? This value is an estimate of the total effort of this project which is directly related to photosynthesis. 

$ About half of this value is for indirect expenses or overhead attributed to this project at a national 
laboratory. 





ISOTOPE DISTRIBUTION PROBLEMS 


Unrrep States Aromic ENercy COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1951. 


Dear SENATOR MCManon: As you know, the Commission’s program for the in- 
ternational distribution of radioisotopes, announced on September 3, 1947, has 
been limited to radioisotopes of 20 elements, including those particularly useful 
in biology and medicine. However, the Commission’s Isotopes Division has re- 
ceived continuing foreign inquiries for isotopes heretofore available only domes- 
tically, and for permission to use the substances for industrial purposes. United 
States commercial firms have requested permission to sell industrial equipment 
utilizing radioisotopes (for example, beta-ray thickness gages) for use abroad. 
It has been necessary to deny such requests under the prevailing regulations. 

The principal uses to which isotopes are put, domestically and abroad, are still 
scientific research and medical therapy. Nevertheless, uses valuable in in- 
dustrial research and applications are rapidly developing. Tagged isotopes 
have proved valuable, for example, as tracers in studying industrial processes. 
Probably the most clearly demonstrated application to date is in the measure- 
ment of thickness of materials, utilizing such equipment as beta-ray thickness 
gages. Another application involves the use of strong gamma ray emitting 
radioisotopes as substitutes for X-ray machines or radium for photographing 
internally heavy ebjects (such as metal castings) which are opaque to ordinary 
light. Thus, the term industrial application of isotopes refers to the application 
of isotopic materials in the measurement or control of the usual industrial 
processes. These uses of radioisotopes as a tool are distinct from industrial 
use of nuclear processes for the production of heat, power, or fissionable material. 

The Canadians and British distribute to other countries radioisotopes pro- 
duced in their respective nuclear reactors. The programs of these two coun- 
tries, considerably broader in scope than our present program, include making 
radioisotopes available for industrial research and applications. 

\fter careful study, the Commission has recently approved plans for the fol- 
lowing alterations in the international program for radioisotopes: 

1. All radioisotopes, with the exception of tritium, which are distributed 
domestically, will now be available for international distribution. 

2. Irradiations of materials furnished by foreign applicants will be performed, 
with the same controls as are exercised for domestic distribution. 
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3. Radioisotopes distributed abroad will be available for “ * * * uses in 
scientific research, medical and industrial research, medical therapy and indus- 
trial applications.” (The italicized sections refer to the new features. ) 

The expanded program will be administered in the same manner as the earlier 
one has been. All applications will be submitted to the Isotopes Division, Oak 
Ridge, through the official representative of the country concerned. After re- 
view, the Isotopes Division will issue authorization for procurement from the 
proper supplier. Progress reports will be required every 12 months. Under the 
past program 34 countries have completed arrangements for receipt of reactor- 
produced isotopes, and shipments have been made to 30 of these countries. The 
expanded program has been discussed with representatives of Canada and the 
United Kingdom, in line with the past practice of consulting with these countries 
regarding our respective isotope programs. 

We are satisfied that the benefits of broader foreign distribution can be 
achieved without impairing in any way the domestic program. We are also 
convinced that the program is wholly consistent with the paramount objective 
of assuring the common defense and security. 

We expect to announce the changes described above in approximately 2 weeks. 
If you or other members of the joint committee desire any further information, 
please feel free to call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 
Untrep States Atomic ENerGy COMMISSION, 
SuMNER T. Pike, Acting Chairman. 
Hon. Brien McMAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
May 9, 1951. 
Mr. Gorpon DEAN, 
Chairman, United States Atomic Energy Commission, 1901 Constitution 
Avenue, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Dean: I have read with a great deal of interest a letter dated May 
7. 1951, from Mr. Sumner Pike, Acting Chairman, regarding alterations in the 
program for the international distribution of radioisotopes recently approved by 
the Commission. So that I may more clearly understand the effects of the pro- 
posed changes would you kindly supply me with answers to the following 
questions: 

(1) What are the benefits which the Commission believes will accrue to the 
United States from broader foreign distribution? 

(2) Why specifically is this program being advanced at this time? 

(3) Could the industrial advantages derived from American isotopes by 
foreign nations be used to the disadvantage of the United States, either indus- 
trially or in case of war? 

(4) To what extent will the new program compete with Canadian and British 
programs for the international distribution of rauloistopes? Are the British 
and Canandians unable to supply foreign customers because of limited pro- 
duction facilities and/or price? Has the Commission considered the advan- 
tages and disadvantages which may result from competition with these friendly 
powers ? 

(5) Please give the number and character of instances in which the Com- 
mission refused to sell isotopes to American industrial firms because the end item 
was to be exported? Please give the number and character of the requests from 
foreign sources for isotopes for industrial purposes heretofore available only 
domestically. 

(6) Please estimate the cost of additional equipment and facilities for the 
expanded program and the cost of operation per year based upon the backlog and 
anticipated increase in orders of isotopes for industrial purposes. 

(7) Is there any provision for priority or price preference for domestic over 
foreign use? 

(S) What effect will the new program have on the prospective growth and 
development of private industries involving the use of byproduct materials? 
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(9) Would you please comment fully on the relationship between the altera- 
tions in the radioisotope distribution program and the pertinent provisions of 


the act. 
* o 7. e e c e 


Sincerely yours, 
Brien McMAHnOoN, 
Chairman, 





Unrtrep States AToMIc ENERGY CoMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 28, 1951. 
Dear SENATOR MCManon: This is in reply to your letter of May 9, 1951, re- 
garding revisions in the program for international distribution of radioiso- 
topes. The following are answers to the specific questions you presented: 


(1) What are the benefits which the Commission believes will accrue to the 
United States from broader foreign distribution? 

We believe that the advantages which will accrue to the United States are 
clearly stated in terms of engendered good will of those countries participating 
in the isotopes program, and the benefits which will accrue to the United States 
by virtue of the knowledge which will be developed. We also believe that, on 
balance, the national defense and security will be strengthened by such action. 
The foremost immediate good to be foreseen is increased esteem for the United 
States in the eyes of scientific and technical people both abroad and in this 
country. 

The results of foreign researches and applications, when published in aecord- 
ance with the required undertakings, will be available to the United States for 
whatever exploitation they suggest. With its superior technological potential, 
the United States can expect to profit more quickly and more fully than most 
other nations from exploitation of published scientific findings. This has been 
the fact with many past discoveries, including the discovery of nuclear fis- 
sion. 

We should like to point out also that we believe the proposed program to be 
generally consistent with the established foreign policy of the United States, 
in such programs as foreign aid to friendly countries. Before approving this 
program the Commission requested the opinion of the Department of State on 
the proposal. The Department of State replied on June 6, 1950, stating in part 
“* * * Tt would appear that these recommendations are in keeping with 
the Department's policy to encourage making available the peaceful benefits of 
atomie energy on the broadest possible basis consistent with the national defense 
and security and existing American legislation,” 

Dr. J. R. Oppenheimer, chairman of the General Advisory Committee to the 
AEC, expressed the basic reasons for international distribution of radioisotopes 
when he stated: 

“* * * (isotopes) were discovered in Europe; they were applied in Europe; 
they are available in Europe, and the positive arguments for making them avail- 
able * * * lie in fostering science; they lie in making cordial effective 
relations with the scientists and technical people of western Europe; they lie in 
assisting the recovery of western Europe; they lie in doing the decent thing.” 

In our opinion, these reasons are equally valid at the present time. 

The General Advisory Committee was informed of the proposed expansion of 
the foreign program and commented at its meeting of March 30, 1950, as follows: 
“We were glad to learn of the proposals * * * for extending to foreign 
distribution a wider group of radioactive isotopes. We believe that this involves 
no foreseeable risk with regard to the safeguarding of classified information, 
that it will promote and stimulate the growth of science and the cooperation 
between scientists which holds such promise for our future.” 

The Advisory Committee on Isotope Distribution was asked to consider the 
proposed revised program at its annual meeting, March 23 and 24, 1950, and the 
committee endorsed the proposed changes and recommended further that the 
Commission work toward a program which imposes no more restrictions on 
foreign purchasers of radioisotopes than are imposed on domestic purchasers. 

As was mentioned in our letter of May 7, 1951, commercial concerns in this 
country, particularly those selling radioisotope-labeied compounds and indus- 
trial equipment (such as beta ray thickness gages) containing radioactive 
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Ta provided by the AEC, are interested in the expanded markets thus 

offered. 

In addition to the positive advantages given above, we believe that a failure 
to expand the number of materials available would have a definitely advers« 
effect on unclassified scientific cooperation with friendly nations, particularly 
since neither the British nor Canadians have limitations similar to those of the 
United States. 

(2) Why specifically is this program being advanced at this time? 

There is nothing expressly significant about instituting the program at this 
particular time. The AEC has considered this matter for some time, in fact it 
has been in mind ever since the initial limited program was put into effect 
Much time has been consumed in obtaining the considered views of various 
advisory groups to the Comimssion as well as other agencies. The Commission 
itself has given this problem long and serious thought and has carefully weighed 
advantages and possible disadvantages. The present action was simply the 
culmination of these studies. 

Technical experience has been accumulating abroad in the uses and applica- 
tions of radioisotopes over the period of the past four or five years and the 
demand for additional isotopes for research and for industrial applications would 
normally be expected to increase. Also, of course, we wished to be certain that 
the radioisotope supplies and production facilities would be adequate to cover 
anticipated requests without affecting the domestic program in any way, and 
without interfering with any other activities of the Commission's program. This 
we now believe to be the case. In fact, the anticipated requirements for radioiso- 
topes for filling foreign requests will probably represent only a small percentage 
of domestic requests. 

(3) Could the industrial advantages derived from American isotopes by foreign 
nations be used to the disadvantage of the United States, either indus- 
trially or in case of war? 

It is difficult, of course, to give an unqualified answer to your question as to 
whether the industrial advantages derived from the use of American radioiso- 
topes by foreign nations could be used to the disadvantage of the United States, 
either industrially or in time of war. Actually, of course, many types of exports 
of the United States represent industrial advantage to foreign nations and could 
conceivably be used to the disadvantage of the United States either industrially 
or in case of war. Radioisotopes are analogous to other technical tools and in- 
struments in this regard, but their significance is small compared to the total! 
exports in this general area. The procedures for the control of foreign ship- 
ments of radioisotopes, which are described later, are believed to be consistent 
with or more restrictive than the general export control regulations of the United 
States in the field of technical tools and instruments. 

We know of no military applications for the relatively small quantities of 
radioisotopes which would be involved in foreign distribution which we could 
consider to be in any way serious, and of course, radioisotopes are not authorized 
to be distributed abroad for military use. With respect to industrial applica 
tions, while some are known and others will be developed, we believe such devel 
opments will be relatively minor compared to normal industrial progress in im 
proving techniques and processes. Nearly all research and development work 
performed with radioisotopes in the United States is published. Thus in genera! 
the opportunity to make use of these results already exists, since many radioiso 
topes are available from the United Kingdom and Canada and other countries 
can produce, or will soon be able to produce, their own as well. Even cyclotrons 
can, of course, produce small, though useful, amounts of radioisotopes. Many 
industrial applications not yet developed are known in theory and the present 
advancement comes largely from development of equipment and techniques 
for use. 

We should like to outline here the safeguards with respect to granting a request 
for radioisotopes from an individual or concern in a foreign country. In the 
first place, each country which desires to have radioisotope applications sub- 
mitted by eligible users in that country must first address a note to the Secretary 
of State of the United States stating: 

(a) The name of a representative (or agent) in the United States who wil! 
handle matters connected with radioisotope shipments. (Such represent 
ative may be a diplomatic official, a commercial concern, or any other person 
or corporation selected by the foreign government. The representative should 
be authorized to maintain liaison with the United States Atomic Energy 
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Commission and to complete financial and shipping arrangements, such as 
payments for materials, deposits for shipping containers, and arrangements 
for transportation. ) 

(vo) That the representative is authorized to certify in behalf of the Gov- 
ernment to the accuracy of the information set forth in each application for 
radioisotopes. 

(c) That the foreign government understands that there are special health 
and safety hazards arising out of the possession, handling, or use of radio- 
isotopes, and that such hazards require special protective measures. 

(d) That the foreign government agrees that neither the United States 
Government nor any United States distributing agent shall be responsible for 
injury or damage caused by, or in the application of, any radioisotopes 
delivered. 

Following this, the Department of State notifies the foreign government of its 
action with respect to admission into the program, conferring with the Atomic 
Energy Commission in the interim if it is deemed necessary, and simultaneously 
notifies the Atomic Energy Commission. The country, once admitted, is then 
free to submit applications for radioisotopes, through and certified by its official 
representative. These certified applications, in addition to information as to 
quantity and isotope desired, must contain the following statement : 

“The undersigned, in behalf of the government he represents agrees to the 
following undertakings: 

“(a) To furnish the United States Atomic Energy Commission upon re- 
quest, or in any event at intervals of not more than 1 year, results of progress 
obtained with the use of radioisotopes procured from its facilities. 

“(b) That the materials will not be used in a manner other than de- 
scribed in this request. 

“(c) To facilitate exchange of information and visits relative to work 
with radioistopes between qualified scientists in accordance with normal 
scientific practice.” 

In summary, with regard to this question, we believe that the industrial 
assistance afforded friendly nations by the new program will be slight compared 
to normal practice, is in accord with the foreign commerce policies of the United 
States, and is protected by safeguards against misuse in the procedures for 
approving applications. In case of war we do not see how the applications of 
these sminall amounts of radioisotopes could add significantly to any military 
potential of another nation. 


(4) To what extent will the new program compete with Canadian and British 
programs for the international distribution of radioisotopes? Are the 
British and Canadians unable to supply foreign customers because of 
limited production facilities and/or price? Has the Commission con- 
sidered the advantages and disadvantages which may result from conpe- 
tition with these friendly powers? 

There has been full cooperation among the United States, United Kingdom, 
and Canada with regard to the international distribution of radioisotopes. The 
programs of the three countries are not strictly competitive, but rather are 
complementary. For example, the British can, and for the most part do, 
furnish short-lived radioisotopes to western European countries: we distribute 
these materials to Latin-American countries. The Canadian reactor has fea- 
tures which make it unique, so that it can furnish materials in forms not avail- 
able from other sources. Applicants in the United States are obtaining special 
materials from Canada—for eXxaniple, high specific activity cobalt-60 for in 
dustrial radiography. We in the United States can furnish isotopes in a greater 
variety of forms than can either the United Kingdom or Canada; we make ship- 
ments of complex isotope-labeled compounds to the British and Canadians. 

Since the United States pioneered in the distribution of reactor-produced 
isotopes, it naturally was the first to establish pricing policies. When the 
United Kingdom and Canada were in a position to initiate isotope programs, 
both followed our policies and their prices are on a scale similar to ours. Such 
differences in prices as do exist would not in themselves be the determining 
factor in choosing one country over another as a supplier. Differences in ship- 
ping costs are a more important economic consideration. 

Members of the Commission's staff met with representatives of the United 
Kingdom and Canada to discuss this program before final approval was given. 
At this meeting the proposed expansion of our program was outlined and it was 
endorsed by both the United Kingdom and Canada. Therefore, the Commission 
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has not only considered the situation with respect to these free powers, but we 
have consulted with them before taking any definite action. 


(5) Please give the number and character of instances in which the Commis- 
sion refused to sell isotopes to American industrial firms because the end 
item was to be exported? Please give the number and character of the 
requests from foreign sources for isotopes for industrial purposes here- 
tofore available only domestically. 

Attached are two lists concerned with industrial applications and inquiries 
pertaining to our foreign program. One list (list A) shows United States firms 
that have indicated interest in exporting radioisotopes for industrial applica- 
tions; the other list (list B) shows inquiries from foreigners on the same sub- 
ject. We do not believe that either is indicative of the total interest that would 
be shown if an announcement of industrial availability were made. 


(6) Please estimate the cost of additional equipment and facilities for the ex- 
panded program and the cost of operation per year based upon the back- 
log and anticipated increase in orders of isotopes for industrial purposes. 

It is not anticipated that the expanded program will necssitate any addi- 
tional facilities for production, supply, or distribution of radioisotopes. At the 
present time, numbers of shipments under the international program constitute 
about 5 percent of the number for entire distribution program, and the increase 
in available items probably will not cause this percentage to be altered ap- 
preciably. 

There would be no increased cost to the Untied States for operation of this 
program. At the present time prices are set so as to recover all out-of-pocket 
costs for production, separation, and packaging of radioisotopes. The expanded 
program would mean slightly increased revenue. Prices are identical (except for 
shipping charges) for domestic and foreign radioisotopes, but whereas radio- 
isotopes are made available free of production costs in the United States for 
cancer research and therapy, no isotopes are distributed free abroad, and such 
action is not contemplated. 

The supplies of radioisotopes are, in general, sufficient to fill any reasonable 
demand both within the United States and from abroad. Actually, most of 
the orders for routinely-produced isotopes for Western European countries are 
being met by the United Kingdom. The expected increase in orders from the 
United States would be small and doubtless limited to special materials, sup- 
plementing the Canadian and British distribution. 

(7) Is there any provision for priority or price preference for domestic over 
foreign use? 

As mentioned above, the prices charged for radioisotopes are the same for 
domestic distribution and export. There is no AEC subsidy in our foreign 
program; for example, foreign users pay catalog prices for all radioisotopes 
even though they may be used for cancer research. 

Since the pricing schedule has been established so as to recover production 
and distribution costs, we believe that there should be no price differential 
unfavorable to foreign applicants. Also, as stated previously, the prices charged 
by the Canadians and British are very close to ours. 

In any case of limited supply of an isotope, United States customers always 
receive prior consideration and all United States orders would be filled first. 
However, it is not anticipated that a priority system will need to be invoked, 


(8) What effect will the new program have on the prospective growth and de- 
velopment of private industries involving the use of by-product Inaterials? 
The expanded international program, in itself, would probably have little 
noticeable effect on the development of private industry utilizing radioisotopes. 
As vet, the future extent of indusfrial utilization, even in this country, is quite 
uncertain. Certain applications have been developed and their use in these 
cases is becoming routine. Other applications are certain to be found and it 
is conceivable that larger scale uses will emerge, but it will undoubtedly be 
a matter of economics—whether radioisotopes can do certain jobs more cheaply 
and efficiently than other means—which will determine this. While certain 
uses are developed and others look promising, it cannot be said at this time 
that radioisotopes have as yet made a large impact on American industry. 
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(9) Would you please comment fully on the relationship between the altera- 
tions in the radioisotope distribution program and the pertinent provisions 
of the Act. 

The radioisotopes presently and proposed to be distributed by the Commission 
are byproduct materials within the definition of Section 5 (c) (1), and do not 
include source or fissionable materials. They are distributed domestically and 
abroad under the authority of Section 5 (c) (2), which provides: 

“5 (c) (2). Distrisurion.—The Commission is authorized to distribute, with 
er without charge, byproduct materials to applicants seeking such materials for 
research or development activity, medical therapy, industrial uses, or such other 
useful applications as may be developed. In distributing such materials, the 
Commission shall give preference to applicants proposing to use such materials 
in the conduct of research and development activity or medical therapy. The 
Commission shall not distribute any byproduct materials to any applicant, and 
shall recall any distributed materials from any applicant, who is not equipped 
to observe or who fails to observe such safety standards to protect health as 
may be established by the Commission or who uses such materials in violation 
of law or regulation of the Commission or in a manner other than as disclosed 
in the application therefor.” 

Furthermore, in the Commission’s judgment the export of these materials is in 
accord with the policy of the act set forth in section 1 (a) that, “subject at all 
times to the paramount objective of assuring the common defense and security, 
the development and utilization of atomic energy shall, so far as practicable, be 
directed toward improving the public welfare, increasing the standard of living, 
strengthening free competition in private enterprise, and promoting world peace.” 

Section 5 of the act, titled “Control of Materials” sets forth a detailed control 
system for the three kinds of specific materials described in that section. It will 
be recalled that these three kinds of materials are (1) fissionable materials 
(sec. 5 (a)), source materials (sec. 5 (b)), and byproduct materials (see. 
5 (¢)). In contrasting the different statutory control requirements for each 
of these three types of materials, it seems to us that the act does not establish 
a bar to the export of byproduct materials for “research or development 
activity, medical therapy, industrial uses, or such other useful applications as 
may be developed” (sec. 5 (c)). There is no ban on the export of byproduct 
materials provided in the section dealing with byproduct materials. This ab- 
sence of any export control provision is particularly significant when compared 
with the specific export provisions applicable to the two other kinds of materials 
described in the “Control of Materials” section. Regarding fissionable materials, 
section 5 (a) (3) provides that— 

“It shall be unlawful for any person, after 60 days from the effective date of 
this act, to (A) possess or transfer any fissionable material, except as authorized 
by the Commission, or (B) export from or import into the United States any 
fissionable material, or (C) directly or indirectly engage in the production of any 
fissionable material outside of the United States.” [Italics added.] 

Section 5 (d) provides as follows: 

“The Commission shal! not— 

“(1) distribute any fissionable material to (A) any person for a use which is 
not under or within the jurisdiction of the United States, (B) any foreign 
government, or (C) any person within the United States, if, in the opinion of 
the Commission, the distribution of such fissionable material to such person 
would be inimical to the common defense and security.” [Italic added.] 

Regarding source material, section 5 (b) (2) provides as follows: 

“License for transfers required.—Unless authorized by a license issued by the 
Commission, no person may transfer or deliver, receive possession or title to, 
or export from the United States any source material after removal from its 
place of deposit in nature, except that licenses shall not be required for quantities 
of source materials which, in the opinion of the Commission are unimportant.” 
[Italie added. ] 

Taking, then, the “Control of materials” section as a whole, particularly noting 
that export controls are expressly made applicable to both fissionable and source 
materials, as contrasted with no express export limitation for byproduct mate- 
rials, it seems reasonable to conclude that the Congress did not intend to prohibit 
the export of byproduct materials for the purposes set forth in the statute, 
namely, research or development activity, medical therapy, industrial uses, or 
such other useful applications as may be developed. It is clear, of course, that 
the export of byproduct materials is subject to the paramount objective, set 
forth in the statute, of assuring the common defense and security. 
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As you know, the Commission’s considered view has been that, in the context of 
section 10 (a) (1), information about these byproduct materials is not informa- 
tion about atomic energy or the use of atomic energy for industrial purposes. 
Furthermore, the purpose of section 10 (a) (1), as we understand it, is related 
to the dangers of other nations developing atomic energy for industrial power 
and in that manner providing the basis for making atomic weapons. Thus, the 
shipment of isotopes abroad for industrial purposes is not at odds with the 
purpose of the provision. 

The Commission is aware of the fact that there may be differing views as to 
the meaning of the act relating to the export of isotopes and that members of 
the joint committee have stated that the statute is ambiguous on this point. It 
was for this reason that the Commission prepared an amendment to section 
5 (c) (2) and submitted it to the joint committee by letter of May 31, 1950. 

In summary, it is the Commission’s view that this expanded radioisotope pro- 
gram is consistent with the McMahon Act and is in the best interests of this 
Nation’s atomic energy program. 

If there is any further information you desire, please let us know. 

Sincerely yours, 
Unttep States Atomic Enercy ComMMISSION, 
Sumner T. Prxe, Acting Chairman. 
Hon. Brien McMAanHoNn : 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Pnergy, 
Congress of the United States. 


(Enclosures. ) 


List A.—Domestic inquiries for export of isotopes for industrial use 





| " | 
Requester Country Isotope Purpose 








| 
Tracerlab, Inc., 130 High St., Bos- | Foreign countries_| Strontium 90, cesium | Beta ray thickness 
ton 10, Mass. | 137, ruthenium 106. gages. 





General Electric Co., 1 River Rd., | Canada, France.._; Strontium 90. ......... Do 
Schenectady, N. Y. | 
Mr. H. R. Isenburger, St. John X- | Germany. -........| Cobalt 60 saccade -| Industrial radiography 
Ray Laboratory, Califon, N. J. 
Mr. Morgan Walker, Iraq Petrole- | Lebanon _-. WR cttabesteneabed Do. 
um Co., 500 Fifth Avenue, New 
York, N. Y | 
Mr. Walter W. Offmer, X-ray En- | Saudi Arabia, Syr- |_....do --| Tracer element in oil 
gineering Co., 444 Market 8t., ia. | pipelines. 
| 


San Francisco 11, Calif. 
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List B.—Foreign inquiries for industrial use of isotopes 

















Requester Country Tsotope Purpose 
i 

santee ” — . GE ene 

Dr. Hilde Levi, Zoophysiological | Denmark -.--.. Strontium 9 ._....... | Beta ray thickness 
Laboratory, University of a | gages. 
hagen, Copenhagen, Denmark. | | 

Dr. Andre E. N. Germaix, Societe | France | Strontium 90, yttrium | Study and design beta 
d’Application de la Physique | | 90. | gages, Study design 
Moderne, Paris, Frence. | | of radioactive level 

gages. 
Do... do Cobalt 40... .__. Study and design radio- 
} active gages. Study 
and design medical 
| applicators. 

Dr. Ivan Peychez, St. Gobain | do Gi... Glass manutacture. 
Industries, Paris, France. | 

Soviete des Forges and Chantiers a i Industrial applications. 
de la Mediterranee, La Seyne, | 
France. | 

Mr. E. Pruvot, Societe Pechiney, do Not stated _- | Radioisotopes in the 
St. Jean de Mauriene, France. ;} aluminum industry. 

Dr. Luigi Receavilla, L. Manetti- | Italy | do Industrial researc), 
H. Roberts & Co., Via Cavour | 
37, Firenze, Italy. 

Mr. Takayuki Somiya, Faculty of | Japan _.| Carbon 14 Study end point of the 
Engineering, University of Tokyo, determination of ear- 
Tokyo, Japan bon in pig iron, steel, 

and alljoy-steel by 
rapid combustion 
Do do Sulfur 35 Do 

Mr. I. Kkenouye and Mr. T. Kaida, do Calcium 45 Study behavior of 
Kurosaki Fire Brick Manufactur- chemical components 
ing Co., Ltd., 535 Fujita Yohata, of fire brick under 
Fukouka, Japan. high temperatures in 

order to improve the 
| quality of the brick. 

Mr. Saizon Ohno, Mitsubishi Flee- do Cobalt 60 To develop a thickness 
tric Engineering Laboratory, gage and defect-ex- 
Minamishimizu, Amagasaki, plorer for metals. 
Hoyogo-ken, Japan | 

Mr. Gunji Shinoda, Department of do Iron 59 Study abrasion of steel 
Microtechnique, Faculty of Tech- and the properties of 
nology, Osaka University, Osaka, surface films of lubri- 
Japan. cants 

Mr. 1. Kkenouye and Mr. T. Kaida, do do Study behavior of 
Kurosaki Fire Brick Manufactur- chemical com ponents 
ing, Co., Ltd., 535 Fujita Yohata, of fire brick under 
Fukuoka, Japan. high temperatures in 

| order to improve the 
| quality of the brick. 

Dr. L. V. Ouwerkerk, Rontgen | Netherlands Not stated Radiography. 
Technische Dienst, Hengelo, | 
Netherlands. 

Mr. A. Almar-Naess, Foreningen | Norway Cobalt 60 | Industrial radiography. 
for Teknisk Rontgenkontroll, | 
Blindern, Oslo, Nerway. | 

Mr. Richardo Menendez C., man- | Mexico | do Do 
ager, Siderurgica Modelo, S. A., | | 
Kjido 43, Desp. 502, Mexico, 

D. F., Mexico. | 

Mr. Sanchez Serrano, Jefe S. Radio- | Spain... ; do Do 
fisica, Consejo Superior de Inves- 
tigaciones Cientificas, Instituto | 
Nacional de Geofisica, Amaniel 2, | 
Madrid, Spain. | 

Dr. C. G. Carlstrom, Royal Insti- | Sweden-.........-. ee Do. 
tute of Technology, Stockholm, 

Sweden. 

Mr. M. Falk, M. Falk & Co., Ltd., | United Kingdom _| Cobalt 60, iridium 192, Do. 
London SW1, Engiand. tantalum 182. 

Lord Waleran, E. K. Cole, Ltd., |.....do-_-.-......---- Strontium 90__......- Industrial applications. 
London, England. 

Molins Machine Co., Ltd., London, |.....do-_-~-.......-..- So ee Industrial research. 
England. 














Unrrep States Atomic ENercy CoMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., October 10, 1951. 
Dear Mr. Borpen: Recently Mr. Walter A. Hamilton of your staff called me to 
inquire about five shipments of radioisotopes made under the Atomic Energy 
Commission foreign distribution program. Specifically he was interested in 
obtaining information concerning technical data we have obtained from the 
countries that received the materials in question. 
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We are outlining below the results that have been submitted to us up to date. 


1. Shipment 508—1 me Iron 59 for Norway. To be used for an investiga- 
tion of rate of diffusion of iron in steel under high temperatures. 


The work done with this material was fundamental in nature dealing with the 
determination of the rates of diffusion of one metal into another at various tem- 
peratures. The particular phase studied by the Norwegians was the rate of self- 
diffusion of iron in iron alloys. The alloys chosen were two fairly common stain- 
less steels, a low carbon structural steel and gray cast iron. The research re- 
sulted in obtaining a “diffusion coefficient,” which is a useful figure in theoretical 
studies of metal behavior. A report of the work has been published in the Norge- 
gian periodical “Tideskrift for Kjemi og Bergvesen,” No. 1, 1951; the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission has received copies of the report and photostats are on file in 
the Division of Research. It might be mentioned that research of a similar na- 
ture is being undertaken at different institutions in the United States and the 
Norwegian work is just another instance of an approach to the general problem of 
obtaining diffusion data. 

2. Shipment 613—15 me Sulfur 35 for Sweden. To be used for (1) investi- 
gations of surface-active phenomena with Sulfur 35-labeled soaps and (2) 
studies of thin layers by means of soft beta radiation. 


In the first problem, the research dealt with a problem in physics, i. e. changes 
in surface tension with variations of concentration of surface-active materials. 
Early work in this connection showed some anomalous results, particularly in the 
ease of water solutions of surface-active compounds. Two United States scien- 
tists from Colgate-Palmolive-Peet Co. attempted to explain the fact that, at cer- 
tain definite concentrations of surface-active agents, the surface tension reached 
aminimum value. Their data indicated that the incongruities were a function of 
the presence in solution of more than one type of surface-active material. The 
Swedish research workers continued this study with the use of isotope techniques 
(the earlier work was performed by conventional methods), and their preliminary 
results tended to elucidate the explanation of United States workers. In addi- 
tion, a method was devised by the Swedish scientists for measurement of adsorp- 
tion of surface-active compounds on solid surfaces in contact with solution. The 
entire research problem is of importance in connection with the development of 
synthetie detergents and the Swedish investigators are contributing fundamental 
knowledge to the field. As in the case of the shipment of iron to Norway, similar 
research is being carried on in the United States and the isotope technique is be- 
coming the method of choice for such work. 

The Swedish scientists have investigated the use of beta ray emitting isotopes 
such as S 35, C 14, Ra D&E, Sr 89, 90 for radiography of very thin sections. 
They have found that a satisfactory method is to concentrate the beta source to a 
small area and to place the specimen, attached directly to the photographic 
emulsion, at a distance of 5-10 cm. The main features of beta ray radiography 
are (1) inexpensive and rather simple equipment and (2) increasing availability 
of suitable radiation sources. The technique is suitable for study of thin layers 
(1-700 mg/cem*) of such materials as metals, plastics, and textiles. A report of 
this use appears in Nature, 164, 1086 (1949). 

3. Shipment 667—10 me. Sulfur 35 for Sweden. To be used in an inves- 
tigation of Sulfur 35—labeled thiourea as an addition agent in copper 
electrolysis. 

The labeled thiourea was synthesized according to a method described in a 
United States patent. The electrolysis was carried out in a two compartment 
cell, so that both anode and cathode solutions could be analyzed separately. The 
electrodes were both copper. Radioactivity measurements were made on the 
solutions and the electrodes as well. 

The results showed: 

(a) Thiourea forms a strong complex with the cuprous ion, but not with 
cupric ion, The complex is generally decomposed in the acid solution, 
particularly at higher temperatures, and the sulfur forms CuS which deposits 
on the anode as a dark brown layer. 

(b) The sulfur from the thiourea is included in the deposited copper, often 
in considerable amounts. 

(c) Thiourea makes the deposited copper finer grained and also hardens 
the copper. 
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4. Shipment 898—one Cobalt 60 Reference Source for Brazil. This mate- 
rial was to be used in a geophysical prospection program for the determina- 
tion of underground position of some granite and limestone deposits. 


Shipment was made on August 30, 1950. Reports are now due only once a year, 
and as yet none have been received covering the work for this authorization. If 
no report is received shortly, the official Brazilian representative will be re- 
minded of the requirement under which the isotope was received. 


5. Shipment 963—5 me Cobalt 60 for Sweden. To be used to investigate 
the breakdown voltage stability in cold cathode tubes. 


No report on this work has been received, inasmuch as shipment was made on 
November 17, 1950. 
I trust that the above information will be useful. If I can be of further 
assistance, I shall be glad to do so. 
Very sincerely yours, 
Paut W. McDANIEL, 
Acting Director, Division of Research. 
Mr. WILLIAM L. Borpen, 
Executive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 


Unrrep States ATtoMiIc ENerGy CoM MISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 9, 1951. 
Mr. WiturAmM L. Borpen, 
Executive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Pnergy, 
Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: A few days ago, Mr. Edward Heller of your staff asked us 
if he could have a copy of our agreements with the Bendix Aviation Corp. and 
Tracerilab, Inc. I am attaching a copy of the agreement with Bendix. The 
agreement with Tracerlab is practically identical with the Bendix agreement 
except that paragraph 1 of the General Objectives reads as follows: 

“1. Tracerlab, Inc., referred to hereafter in this letter as Tracerlab, desires 
to undertake a study of the problems of chemical processing of radioisotopes, and 
to determine the desirability of designing, constructing, and operating a nuclear 
reactor for the production of radioisotopes.” 

If you desire any further information, we will be glad to furnish it. 

Sincerely yours, 
Paut W. McDAnier, 
Acting Director, Division of Research. 
Enclosure: Cy. Bendix agreement. 


Unrrep States Atomic ENerGy ComMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 20, 1951. 
Benpix AVIATION CorpP., 
1104 Fisher Building, Detroit 2, Mich. 
(Attention of Mr. M. P. Ferguson.) 

GENTLEMEN: In accordance with your letter of February 28, 1951, and con- 
versations between members of your staff and our Research and Reactor Devel- 
opment Divisions, we would like to submit to you this written agreement between 
Bendix Aviation Corp. and the AEC to be the first step in proceeding with your 
proposed study of a special isotope reactor. We propose that this letter serve 
as such an agreement and that if you accept the terms of it you so indicate by 
affixing the proper signature on this letter and one copy. Bendix may retain a 
signed copy, returning the signed ribbon copy to the Atomic Bnergy Commission. 
General objectives 

1. The Bendix Aviation Corp., referred to hereafter in this letter as Bendix, 
desires to undertake a study to determine the desirability of designing, con- 
structing, and operating a nuclear reactor for the production of radioisotopes. 

2. The Atomic Energy Commission is willing, in the interest of forwarding the 
atomic energy program, to assist Bendix in carrying out this study by making 
available pertinent information, and for consultation purposes, a reasonable 
share of the time of its personnel and that of its contractors. 


94564—52 10 
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3. One of the major objectives of the Commission’s radiosotope program is the 
encouraging of wider industrial participation in the production and distribution 
of radioisotopes and in reactor developmental phases of radioisotope production ; 
the Commission believes that this study is compatible with its objective. 


Terms of agreement 

1. Purpose and scope.—Bendix will make a survey and study of the Commis- 
sion’s reactor development program and radiosotope production, processing, 
utilization and marketing activities: 

(a) To determine the engineering feasibility of Bendix’ designing, construct- 
ing, and operating a radioisotope-producing reactor. 

(b) To examine the economic and technical aspects of building and operating 
this reactor in the next few years. 

(c) Yo determine the research and development work needed, if any, before 
such a reactor project can be undertaken. 

(d) To study and evaluate the experience of the Commission with respect 
to the production, sale, distribution, and use of radioactive materials in order 
to properly associate commercial prospects with reactor costs and product output. 

(e) To offer recommendations in a report to the Commission concerning such 
a project and industry's role in undertaking and carrying it out. 

The work of Bendix under this agreement will be limited to this survey and 
study. The Commission's responsibilities in connection with this undertaking 
will be limited to the terms of this letter. 

2. Assistance from others.—For the purpose of this study Bendix may employ, 
with the approval of the Commission, the services of other organizations and 
persons. 

3. Term.—The study will begin upon acceptance of the terms of this letter and 
will be completed as soon thereafter as the work can be accomplished. In any 
case the study shall be completed and reported to the Commission no later than 
1 year after the date of acceptance. 

4. Costs.—All costs of carrying out this study will be borne by Bendix with the 
exception of costs to the Commission and its contractors incidental to making 
information and consultation services available. 

5. Reporting.—Upon completion of the study Bendix will submit a report to the 
Commission, including its findings and recommendations. This report will be 
distributed as the Commission sees fit. 

6. Security.—The Commission will grant security clearances, after completion 
of the necessary background investigations and reports, for a sufficient number 
of people in the employ of Bendix to permit the study to be carried out. The 
total number will be kept to a minimum. It is understood that no more than 10 
such clearances, in addition to those already granted in connection with other 
atomic energy activities of Bendix employees, will be required. Additional 
agreements relating to security are contained in appendix A. 

7. Information.—The Commission will make available at its own expense all 
the reports and other data pertinent to this study. Bendix will be given access 
to the Commission's files in order to determine what material is needed. 

8. Consultation.—-The Commission. will arrange for representatives of Bendix 
to visit its laboratories and plants, and those of its contractors, for the purpose 
of observing and discussing matters pertinent to this study. These visits and 
discussions will be planned so as to interfere as little as possible with Com- 
mission work already under way. In this connection, it is understood that no 
more than 10 people, including technical personnel, will have access to Com- 
mission installations and consultants. 

9. Patents.—-In view of the preferred position in terms of access to informa- 
tion and know-how developed at public expense, which is not generally available 
to others but which Bendix will necessarily obtain in the conduct of this study, 
the Commission deems it important to provide that all inventions and discoveries 
made in the course of the work covered by this agreement be the property of 
the Government. Our standard patent article to accomplish this purpose is 
included in appendix A and will be considered to be a part of this agreement. 

10. General.—A number of other matters on which agreement is necessary, 
including standard clauses required by law or by Commission policy, are annexed 
hereto as appendix A, which shall be deemed a part of our agreement. It is 
expected that Bendix will consult with the Commission prior to the release to 
the public of statements relating to the work under this agreement. 
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11. Administration —Dr. K. 8S. Pitzer, Director of Research of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, or his designee, will have responsibility for the adminis- 
tration of this agreement on behalf of the Commission. Unless the Commission 
is notified to the contrary, Mr. L. A. Hyland, vice president, Bendix Aviation 
Corp., will be regarded by the Commission as having responsibility for adminis- 
tration of the agreement on behalf of Bendix. 


Sincerely yours, 
Unrtrep States Atomic ENERGY CoM MISSION, 


By M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 
Accepted: (s) M. P. Frerevson, 

President. 
July 9, 1951. 





Appendix A 


1. PATENTS 


a. Whenever any invention or discovery is made or conceived by Bendix, its 
employees, or its associates, in the course of any of its activities under this letter 
agreement, it shall furnish the Commission with complete information thereon ; 
and the Commission shall have the sole power to determine whether or not and 
where a patent application shall be filed, and to determine the disposition of 
the title to and rights under any application or patent that may result. The 
judgment of the Commission on these matters shall be accepted as final; and 
Bendix, for itself, its employees and its associates agrees that the inventor or 
inventors will execute all documents and do all things necessary or proper to 
carry Out the judgment of the Commission. 

b. No claim for pecuniary award or compensation under the provisions of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946 shall be asserted by Bendix, its employees or its as- 
sociates with respect to any invention or discovery made or conceived in the 
course of any of the activities of Bendix under this letter agreement. 

e. Except as otherwise authorized in writing by the Commission, Bendix will 
obtain patent agreements to effectuate the purposes of paragraphs a and b above, 
from all persons who perform any part of the work under this letter agreement, 
except such clerical and manual labor personnel as will not have access to tech- 
nical data. 


2. SECURITY 


a. In the performance of the work under this agreement Bendix shall, in ac- 
cordance with the Commission's security regulations and requirements, be re- 
sponsible for safeguarding restricted data and other classified matter and 
protecting against sabotage, espionage and theft, the classified documents, ma- 
terials, equipment, processes and similar things, as well as such other material 
of high intrinsic or strategic value as may be in Bendix’ possession in connection 
with performance of the work under this agreement. 

b. Bendix agrees to conform to present security regulations and requirements 
of the Commission. 

c. The term “restricted data,” as used in this agreement, means all data Ccon- 
cerning the manufacture or utilization of atomic weapons, the production of 
fissionable material, or the use of fissionable material in the production of 
power, but shall not include any data which the Commission from time to time 
determines may be published without adversely affecting the common defense 
and security. 

d. Except as the Commission may authorize, in accordance with the Atomic 
Pnergy Act of 1946, Bendix shall not permit any individual to have access to re- 
stricted data unitl the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall have made an in- 
vestigation and report to the Committion on the character, associations and 
loyalty of such individual and the Commission shall have determined that per- 
mitting such person to have access to restricted data will not endanger the com- 
mon defense or security. 

e. It is understood that disclosures of information relating to the work under 
this agreement to any person not entitled to receive it, or failure to safeguard 
any restricted data or any top secret, secret, confidential, or restricted matter or 
matter classified “official use only,” that may come to Bendix, or any person 
under Bendix’ control in connection with the work under this agreement, may 
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subject Bendix, its agents, employees and associates, to criminal liability under 
the laws of the United States. (See the Atomie Energy Act of 1946, 60 Stat. 
755, as amended, Title 42, U. S. C. sec. 1801 et seq. See also Title 18, U. 8S. C. 
sec. 791-797 and Executive Order 10104 of February 1, 1950, 15 F. R. 597.) 

f. Except as otherwise authorized in writing by the Commission, Bendix shall 
insert provisions similar to the foregoing in all agreements made in carrying 
out the work under this agreement. 


3. DISCRIMINATION 


Bendix, in performing the work under this agreement, shall not discriminate 
against any employee or applicant for employment because of race, creed, color 
or national origin. Bendix shall cause provisions similar to the foregoing to be 
inserted in al! agreements made in carrying out the work under this agreement. 


4. OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 


No member or delegate to Congress or resident commissioner shall be admitted 
to any share or part of this agreement or to any benefit that may arise therefrom, 
but this provision shall not be construed to pertain to this agreement if made 
with Bendix for its general benefit. 





MILITARY CLEARANCES 


AToMic ENERGY CoMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 10, 1951. 


Dear Senator McManon: This letter is to inform the joint committee of 
certain changes which are being made in the clearance procedures governing 
the handling of restricted data by the Department of Defense. 

You will recall that in a number of past instances special arrangements have 
been made concerning dissemination. of restricted data by the Department of 
Defense. Under such special arrangements the Department of Defense has 
disseminated certain types of restricted data subject to normal Department of 
Defense security standards for information of the particular classification 
involved, but without requiring that the recipient receive a specifie clearance for 
access to restricted data. 

Early arrangements of this type were summarized in the Commission's letter 
to the joint committee dated July 26, 1948. Subsequent arrangements were 
embodied in the Classification Guide for the Military Application of Atomic 
Energy, which was jointly worked out by representatives of the Commission 
and the Department of Defense. The initial version of this guide was for- 
warded to the joint committee by letter dated September 26, 1949, which 
pointed out that under the guide there was established a type B category of 
restricted data; that individuals and contractors under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Defense were to be given access to type B restricted data under 
appropriate military classification safeguards without a specific restricted 
data clearance; and that the various categories of information included within 
type B restricted data had been determined on the basis of strong representa- 
tions by the Department of Defense that the military operational phases of 
the atomic-energy program required wide dissemination of such restricted 
data and that such necessary dissemination was a practical impossibility when 
subject to the clearance requirements which had previously been in effect. From 
time to time this Classification Guide for the Military Application of Atomic 
Energy has been modified, with additional topics of restricted data being added 
to the type B category. These were communicated to the joint committee by 
letters dated January 6, 1950, May 10, 1950, and September 8, 1950. 

For some months past the Department of Defense has been reexamining the 
entire problem of dissemination of restricted data to its personnel and its 
contractors, in the light of the Department's increasing operational responsibili- 
ties. As a result of this reexamination the Commission received a letter from 
General Marshall dated October 2, 1950, outlining the difficulties being ex- 
perienced by the Department of Defense in complying with the personnel clear- 
ance requirements established by existing agreements between the Commission 
and the Department of Defense. The letter set forth the proposals of the 
Department of Defense for meeting those problems so that operational com- 
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mands could attain a degree of proficiency and readiness consistent with the 
international situation and demands of national security. 

A copy of General Marshall's letter is enclosed for the information of the joint 
committee. You will see that it proposes that access to atomic energy informa- 
tion, including restricted data, within the Department of Defense and its con- 
tractors would be governed not by special clearance procedures but by the regu- 
lar clearance procedures prescribed for top secret, secret, and confidential data, 
as set forth in the appropriate sections of the June 14, 1950, directive of the 
Secretary of Defense (copy also enclosed). 

After discussion of these matters with the Military Liaison Committee, the 
Commission advised the Department of Defense that it was prepared to agree to 
the modifications in existing arrangements which General Marshall had proposed. 
In view of the interest which the Department of Justice has had in this subject 
since initial discussions were held in 1947, the Commission likewise brought the 
proposals to the attention of the Attorney General, and has now been advised 
that the Department of Justice interposes no objection to the proposals. 

The Department of Defense has prepared a directive designed to place these 
proposals in effect, and it is our understanding that such a directive will be issued 
very shortly. 

The Commission will be happy to furnish you with any further information 
which the joint committee may desire. In addition, it is our understanding that 
the Department of Defense would be glad to furnish the joint committee any 
further information that may be desired concerning the operational requirements 
which led to the determination by the Department of Defense that these new ar- 
rangements were necessary in the interest of our national security. 

Sincerely yours, 
Unirrep Sratres Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Gordon DEAN, Chairman, 
Hon. Brien McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 


THe SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, October 2, 1950. 


Dear MR. DEAN: As you are aware, current procedures for the clearance of 
personnel of the Department of Defense for access to restricted data, as defined 
by Public Law 585, were established some 3 years ago by joint agreement and 
were implemented within the Military Establishment by directive of the Secre- 
tary of Defense, dated December 22, 1947. Participation by the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation in these clearance procedures was directed by memorandum of 
the Attorney General to Mr. Hoover dated September 12, 1947. 

While these procedures were then considered adequate for the immediate re- 
quirements of the Military Establishment, the expanding military applications 
of atomic energy soon created a requirement for background investigations of 
such magnitude as to impose serious difficulties on the Military Establishment in 
the training and organization of operating units. An attempt was made to sur- 
mount this difficulty by the adoption in early 1949 of a “restricted data type B” 
classification for certain areas of information which could be disseminated in 
the Department of Defense under military classification procedures. This modi- 
fication of the original agreement has proved inadequate to the growing require- 
ments of the military services. During the past year the Department has become 
increasingly alarmed by the growing backlog of personnel clearances which must 
be processed in order that operational commands may attain a degree of pro- 
ficiency and readiness consistent with the international situation and the de- 
mands of national security. The numbers of individuals involved and the delays 
incident to the clearance procedures now required have reached such propor- 
tions that a more workable method must be established without delay. 

In recognition of the broad responsibilities of the Atomic Energy Commission 
for the control of the dissemination of restricted data under Public Law 585, the 
Department has given careful consideration to various means of improving the 
present critical situation without compromising those responsibilities. E-xtend- 
ing the use of the “restricted data type B” classification and establishing broad 
areas of operational information thereunder has been suggested, considered, and 
rejected as a temporary expedient of dubious effectiveness which does not strike 
at the heart of the problem... The “restricted data type B” classification has 
already imposed an undesirable double standard for the treatment of identical 
subject matter by the Commission and the Department. Acceptance of that 
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double standard as a permanent solution to our common problem of security of 
information versus security in fact appears neither desirable nor necessary. 

I submit for your consideration, therefore, the following proposal which would 
have the effects, first, of alleviating our most immediate and pressing difficulties 
dealing with the operational efficiency of our military forces; and, second, the 
establishment of a new set of basic principles which would clearly define the 
responsibilities of the Commission and the Department with respect to the safe- 
guarding of atomic energy information and permit a single standard for the 
treatment of sensitive information on a need-to-know basis. 

The immediate problem would be solved by accepting the security clearance 
procedures of the Department of Defense as suitable for the treatment of re- 
stricted data within the Department and its contractors. I believe it may be 
accepted that the military system for handling classified information, which for 
many years has served adequately for the protection of information of the most 
sensitive nature, is in fact adequate for the protection of information relating to 
atomic energy. The Military Establishment has held consistently that the pro- 
visions of Public Law 585 pertaining to the clearance of individuals for access to 
restricted data were not intended to apply to the Military Establishment, except 
possibly when individuals or agencies of the military were engaged as contractors 
to the Atomic Energy Commission. I believe that adoption of military clearance 
procedures as now standardized within the Department of Defense under the 
Secretary's directive of June 14, 1950 not only in fact provides the required degree 
of protection to restricted data, as defined in Public Law 585, but also meets 
the intent of the Congress in this respect. 

Accordingly, if you agree, I propose to rescind the existing instructions to the 
Secretaries of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Forces, the Chairman of the 
Munitions Board, and the Chairman of the Research and Development Board, 
based on the Forrestal-Lilienthal agreement of December 22, 1947; and to issue 
an amendment to paragraph 18 of the attached directive of June 14, 1950, which 
would provide in substance that— 

(a) Access to atomic energy information, including restricted data as de- 
fined by Public Law 585, within the Department of Defense and its con- 
tractors would be governed by clearance procedures prescribed for “Top 
Secret,” “Secret.” and “Confidential” data, as set forth in the appropriate 
sections of the June 14, 1950, directive. 

(6) A joint Atomic Energy Commission-Department of Defense Classifica- 
tion Guide, establishing the appropriate military classifications for atomic 
energy information, including restricted data, will be promulgated as the 
basis for affixing “Top Secret,” “Secret” and “Confidential” classifications 
in accordance with the degree of sensitivity of the subject matter. (A recom- 
mended joint guide will be transmitted to you by the Military Liaison Com- 
mittee in the near future.) 

(c) The Department will continue to work in close cooperation with the 
Commission in matters of atomic energy information by assisting in the 
maintenance of current classification guides, reporting loss or compromise 
of restricted data and in such other ways as may be necessary to insure 
practicable and satisfactory solutions of our common and individual prob- 
lems in that area. 

You will note that this procedure will not affect current clearance requirements 
for individuals of the Department of Defense in contacts with contractors of 
the Commission or when aeting as contractors of the Commission. In deference 
to the opinions expressed by the Attorney General in his memorandum of Sep- 
tember 22, 1947, access to restricted data under these circumstances would con- 
tinue to be governed by the so-called “Q” clearance procedures requiring back- 
ground investigations by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Adoption of the procedure outlined above will permit a rapid improve- 
ment in our military readiness posture; however, the fundamental weakness of 
a double standard in dealing with restricted data will remain. I believe that 
the interests of the Nation will be best served by the enactment of an amendment 
to Public Law 585 which will permit the application of uniform standards for 
the treatment of atomic energy information in a wholly practical manner fully 
consistent with the degree of sensitivity of each area or item. Should you agree 
such an objective to be desirable, the Department will be happy to support you 
in seeking appropriate legislation. 

Faithfully yours, 

G. C. MARSHALL. 
Hon. Gorpon DEAN, 
Chairman, United States Atomic Energy Commission. 
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[The joint committee is currently considering legislation concern- 
ing military clearances as formally recommended by the executive 
agencies. | 





BUGAS REPORT AFTERMATH 


Unirep States Atomic ENexcgy CoMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., August 30, 1951. 
Mr. WILLIAM Borpen, 
Erecutive Secretary, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dean Mr. Borden: The following information is provided in accordance with 
the conversation between Mr. William Sheehy and Mr. Walter J. Williams on 
July 27, 1951. You are familiar, of course, with the general background events 
leading to the submission of the report of the Security Survey Panel, which are 
briefly set forth in the following paragraph. 

Subsequent to the resignation of Admiral Gingrich from the post of Director of 
Security in May 1949, the Commission strove unsuccessfully for several months 
to recruit a qualified replacement. During the process of searching for a new 
Director of Security the Commission felt increasingly the need of a thorough 
review of the security function within the Commission. Accordingly, in Sep 
tember 19, the Commission agreed to appoint an ad hoc panel with the terms of 
reference with which you are familiar. In October Mr. Bugas agreed to serve as 
Chairman and on January 4, 1950, the panel held its first meeting with the Com- 
mission. The panel's review was completed on April 6, when its final report was 
submitted to the Commission. 

Action on the panel's report was chiefly of two types. The first pertained to 
comments on operational security deficiencies and the second, of course, was with 
respect to the broad recommendation for a grouping of divisions under an Assist- 
ant General Manager. As to operational security deficiencies, the General 
Manager's office and the Commission’s staff promptly and thoroughly reviewed 
these items and extensive efforts have been made to correct them. 

We have gone through the panel's report and in the following paragraphs, have 
identified operational deficiencies the panel mentioned and have made a summary 
report of action to date on each item. The panel, of course, noted in its report 
that many of its recommendations set forth therein were already being followed. 
Ths situation was due to the fact that many of the activities and practices upon 
which he panel commented are subject to continuous review and improvement 
as a regular function of the headquarters as well as field organizations. It is 
therefore difficult to make a precise distinction between those actions attributable 
directly to the findings of the panel and those which have taken place as a normal 
result of experience, maturation of organization, and evolution of policies and 
procedures, and no such segregation has been attempted in the following sum- 
mary. 

Page 15,’ paragraph 1, Keeping the Security Division Informed 

The matter of keeping the Security Division advised of activities in which it 
has an interest has undergone, we believe, a distinct improvement since the time 
of the panel’s survey. This has been brought about by an improvement in the 
timeliness and comprehensiveness of program information, and attendant 
security considerations, which is channeled from other divisions to the Security 
Division. 

The Director of Security, of course, receives all pertinent staff papers and 
other communications from the General Manager, participates in all staff meet- 
ings of the General Manager, is invited to all Commission meetings and is care- 
ful to attend those at which issues of security interest are discussed. He is 
therefore aware of new programs which have security implications and he has 
full opportunity to present his views on any matter of security interest for 
consideration by the General Manager and the Commission. 


Page 15, paragraph 2, Devices for Applying Policies and Procedures; 
Page 16, paragraph 3, Identifying Policies and Procedures ; 

Page 17, paragraph 3, Compilation of Manuals ; 

Page 17, paragraph 3, Review of Policies and Procedures 


1 All references are to page and paragraph numbers of the Report of Security Survey 
Panel. 
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(These four items are closely related and are included in the discussion 
below.) 

Security directives, instructions and procedures, as established by General 
Manager bulletins, are continually reviewed by the Division of Security Staff. 
Implementing instructions and interpretations of existing policy are provided 
the field by means of security letters, memoranda, or by means of visits or in- 
spections on the part of Washington security staff. Since the preparation of the 
Security Survey Panel Report, the following GM Security bulletins and Security 
letters have been issued or revised: 

GM-2: Establishment of Necessary Measures to Insure Security of Classified 

Matter in Transit, Between Two Separate Facilities. 

GM-19: Procedures for Safeguarding Top Secret Documents. 

GM-39: Procedures on Termination or Transfer of Employment. 

GM-56: Procedure for Authorization and Control of Visits. 

GM-60: Inspections and Surveys. 

GM-102: Decentralization of Authority to Reinstate Personnel Security Clear- 
ance of Former Employees. 

GM-172: Procedure for Control of Reports Containing Weapon Data. 

GM-176: Servicing and Control of Classified Research and Development Reports. 

GM-187: Security Policies and Practices in the Area of Labor Relations. 

Security Letter No. 10: Physical Security of Source and Fissionable Materials. 

Security Letter No. 11: Procedures for Security Clearance. 

Security Letter No. 12: Military Assignment of Personnel Employed on Atomic 

Onergy Rrogram. 

Security Letter No. 13: Responsibility for Security of Documents Containing 

Restricted Data Transmitted to the Department of Defense. 

Security Letter No. 14: Deletion of Facilities Where Security Interest Consists 
of Limited Quantities of Source-Fissionable Material. 

Security Letter No. 15: Physical Security of Materials of Special Interest to 
the AEC. 

Personne! Security Clearance Criteria for Determining Eligibility. 

Security Clearance Procedures. 


Page 15, paragraph 4, Communication with the Field on Security Matters and 
Interchange Among Personnel 

Prior to the release of the Security Survey Panel Report steps had been taken 
to bring about more effective communication in security matters between the 
Washington staff and the field security offices and a better understanding of 
security problems through participation by representatives of the Division of 
Security in conferences convened by other divisions and by the General Manager 
with the various managers of operations. 

In furtherance of this program, since March 1950 the Division of Security 
has held three 3-day conferences, one at Washington and two at Chicago, at which 
all aspects of the Commission's security program were fully discussed with key 
security personnel of all operations and area offices. In addition to these con- 
ferences the Director of Security and key personnel of the Division of Security 
have made numerous visits to the major operations offices in connection with 
security problems, have attended security conferences arranged by the offices 
of operations and have held seminars for the several offices of operations with 
regard to physical security standards. The security inspectors have regularly 
visited the operations and area offiices and reported various aspects of security 
under their cognizance or which have come to their attention during the course 
of their visits. In the day-to-day operations of the security program, the Com- 
mission's policies are being interpreted and clarified for the field security offices 
by the Headquarters Security Division either through correspondence or by 
telephone conversations, 


Page 16, paragraphs 1 and 2, Security Inspections 

The comments of the panel on security inspections indicate some confusion and 
a lack of distinction between inspections which have as their objective an audit 
of the status of security of an installation and those inspections particularly of 
the headquarters staff which have as their objective staff follow-up with regard 
to effective application of policies and procedures and evaluations as to their 
efficacy in meeting the needs of field operations. 

The first type of inspection which the Commission designates as a Facility 
Survey is, by its very objective, detailed and where deficiencies exist is critical. 
The other type of inspection is, of course, broader and more fundamental. The 
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operations offices are primarily concerned with the facility-survey type of inspec- 
tion; and while the headquarters staff makes both types of inspections, its pri- 
mary inspection function is the broader objective of interpretation and applica- 
tion of the Commission security policies and procedures and the over-all ade- 
quacy of its security system. 

Due to serious security deficiencies which existed at critical facilities and in 
the system of document contro] during the first 2 years after the AEC became 
responsible for the atomic-energy program, emphasis during this period of 
“putting out fires” was of necessity on the critical side. It is appreciated that 
those directly concerned might feel that it was hypercritical. 

Since that time, tested and firmed up security policies, standards and pro- 
cedures have been established and promulgated and field inspections by head- 
quarters staff have emphasized the broader objectives of uniform and consistent 
overall application of the security system, interpretation, and construction ad- 
vice and guidance to the field in methods of application. The frequency of in- 
spections of field installations and visits to operations offices by representatives 
of the Washington headquarters office has been considerably increased and 
every possible attention is being given to making such inspection thorough and 
practical. 

The Commission has not found it feasible to rotate key security personnel 
between the field and the Washington headquarters. Reassignments of personnel 
have occurred which to some extent have contributed to the maintenance of a 
balanced viewpoint between Washington and the field. Many present employees 
of the Washington headquarters security staff have served in the field. 

Page 17, paragraph 3, Security Education 

To the end that its security-education program may be made more effective, 
it has been under study by headquarters staff representatives whose primary 
responsibility has been to examine both the mechanics of training and the princi- 
ples upon which any sound program must rest and to effectuate recommenda- 
tions and findings resulting therefrom. 

Page 18, paragraph 2, Removing Unnecessary Restrictions 

The Commission has taken many steps to remove unnecessary restrictions. 
An early step in this direction was the establishment of unclassified areas of 
research; another was the definition of open areas in connection with weapon 
effects, and preparation of a handbook on weapon effects. The opening of the 
gates at Oak Ridge was an example in the field of physical barriers. The ex- 
clusion areas located at the various field installations are reviewed from time 
to time with the view to simplifying access control. Division of Security per- 
sonnel have made frequent visits to the field, particularly to new installations 
where special attention is given to locating various functions so as to improve 
aceess control and avoid unnecessary restrictions. 

Normal declassification procedures provide a means of removing restrictions 
on data no longer requiring security controls. Various fields of endeavor are 
under active review to remove unnecessary security restrictions on the dissemina- 
tion of data, control of material or the control of access. Arrangements have 
been made for representatives of the Nation’s industry to review material be- 
lieved to be of value to industry for the purpose of declassifying as much of this 
information as possible without adversely affecting the common defense and 
security. 

The generation of new classified material is being more closely brought under 
control by the development of classification guides which describe in consider- 
able detail the rules and principles of proper classification. These guides have 
been of substantial assistance in maintaining project-wide uniformity of classi- 
fication, and in reducing overclassification to a minimum. 

Page 18, paragraph 4, Review of Personnel Security Policies 

The Personnel Security Policies and Procedures of the Commission are being 
constantly reviewed. Since the release of the Security Survey Panel Report the 
Commission’s Administrative Review Procedure (formerly called the interim 
Procedure) has been completely revised, and revisions have been made in the 
Personnel: Security Clearance Criteria for Determining Eligibility. Changes 
have also been made in the procedure for the screening and analysis of personnel 
clearance cases, and in the instructions for reinstatement of security clearance. 
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Page 19, paragraph 3, Personnel Security Board Procedures 
Page 21, paragraph 1, Time Required for Clearance 

As a means of reducing the time required for processing requests for personnel 
clearances, the field operating offices now forward requests for investigations 
directly to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The Personnel Security Branch, 
Division of Security, AEC headquarters, now serves as an expeditng office and 
coordnates requests for investigations from the field with FBI headquarters, 
which supervises the investigations, assembles the results of investigations 
conducted by its field offices, and transmits the completed investigation to the 
Division of Security, AEC headquarters. For administrative reasons, the FBI 
has constantly maintained that the distribution of its reports must be handled 
through a central AEC office. All reports received from the FBI are dispatched 
to the operations or area security offices within 48 hours of their receipt in the 
Personnel Security Branch, and generally speaking, clearance determinations 
in clear cases are arrived at by the responsible security offices within a day or 
so following receipt of the completed investigation. 

Continuous effort has been and is being made to reduce the time required for 
determination of clearance eligibility in cases containing substantially deroga- 
tory information. The time required for making determinations in these cases 
has been considerably reduced during the past year and further reduction is 
expected in the future. The reduction in time is being accOmplished by each 
office of operations having a sufficiently large panel of eligibles for Personnel 
Security Board membership to enable the Manager to assemble a Board in a rea- 
sonably short time; by Managers of Operations emphasizing the necessity for 
prompt action in the handling of such cases in their offices; by more prompt 
preparation and referral of the transcript of hearings to the Board members, 
and by emphasis on the part of Managers of Operations on prompt recommenda- 
tions by the Boards following the hearings. m1 
Pages 19 and 20, paragraph 5 et seq., Normal Personnel Screening 

With respect to the Security Survey Panel’s comments concerning the neces- 
sity for preemployment checking prior to the Submission of cases for background 
investigation, the Division of Organization and Personnel has issuéd a General 
Manager's bulletin which emphasizes the importance of thorough screening of 
applicants, both by AEC and its contractors, prior to initiating request for secu- 
rity clearance. It is, therefore, intended that prior to requesting security clear- 
ance, thorough checks will be made by the employer with references and previous 
employers to ascertain the applicant’s general suitability for employment, in- 
cluding such factors as reliability and integrity, personal habits, professional 
qualifications and ability. The bulletin provides that in making these checks, the 
employer must exercise care to avoid the loyalty or security type investigations 
which are the responsibility of the FBI. While full compliance with the provi- 
sions of this bulletin have not yet been fully achieved, a great improvement has 
been noted since its issuance. 

Page 21, paragraph 2, Access by Foreign Nationals 

Any alien to be employed by the AEC or by an AEC contractor (with access 
to restricted data) must be investigated by the FBI and cleared by the AEC in 
accordance with normal procedures. The AEC has special requirements which 
must be met, however, before personnel clearance is initiated for aliens. These 
procedures require that the alien must posSess unique or very unusual skills 
or talents; that the job for which he is being considered is essential to the atomic 
energy program; and that no United States citizen is available for filling the 
position. 

The general problem involved in determining eligibility of individual repre- 
sentatives of foreign governments to receive classified United States Govern- 
ment data has been under study by the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal 
Security, and AEC representatives have participated in some of these discussions. 

In addition, the AEC has participated in two security conferences (in 1950 
and 1951) with British and Canadian representatives for the purpose of studying 
comparability of the security programs within these three countries. 


Page 21, paragraph 8, Rechecking of Personnel 

In evaluating the necessity for reinvestigation of atomic-energy-project per- 
sonnel, it must be borne in mind that the FBI supervisors in their review of all 
internal-security and espionage cases take cognizance of the names of all indi- 
viduals who are mentioned in such reports and check these names against their 
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central indexes. When any of the individuals named in such reports are found 
to have a present or past connection with the atomic-energy project, the Com- 
mission is appropriately advised and in those cases where the reported infor- 
mation has substantially derogatory implications, the FBI reopens its investi- 
gations of the individuals concerned. The FBI also provides the AEC with 
reports of derogatory information on individuals employed by contractors of 
the AEC although the employee is not assigned to AEC work and on other indi- 
viduals employed in close proximity to AEC activities. 

Discussions have been held with officials of the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion with respect to the feasibility of a limited reinvestigation program. The 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation has recently agreed to conduct 
supplemental investigations for a limited number of project personnel. The 
details of implementing this plan are still in the formative stage and due con- 
sideration is being given to the morale and public-relations problems involved. 


Page 21, paragraph 4, Document Control 


In the light of operational experience document-control procedures are, and 
have been, under study with a view toward simplification of procedures and 
revision thereof, and the issuance of new procedures as the need is developed. 
As the result of such study a revision of top-secret control procedures has been 
issued. A procedure for the servicing and control of classified research and 
development reports and a procedure dealing with the control of reports con- 
taining weapon data have also been issued since the issuance of the Security 
Survey Panel Report. Further procedures relating to the responsibility of 
security offices and individuals with respect to document contro! upon termina- 
tion or transfer action have been promulgated. Procedures concerning the sub- 
mission of reports for declassification have been published. In addition, an 
extensive study which has been made of the basic policies for safeguarding and 
accountability of classified documents has indicated the desirability of extension 
of the scope of the present procedures. 

Page 22, paragraph 1, Access to Technical Reports 

Within most AEC facilities access to technical reports was, and is, on a 
need-to-know basis. Normally, individuals are authorized by their responsible 
Division Director to have access to certain fields of information falling within 
the scope of their assigned duties and on the basis of such authorization are 
zvranted access by librarians to technical reports in particular fields. Such ap- 
proval by the Division Director assures the librarians that the access is prop- 
erly granted on a need-to-know basis. It is felt such controls are both neces- 
sary and desirable in order to preserve the concept of compartmentalization. 
Technical Reports are distributed throughout the Commission on the basis of 
standard distribution lists which specify each eategory of report and the in- 
stallations which are to receive copies thereof. In the preparation and semi- 
annual revisions of these lists the installations themselves are invited to co- 
operate, and they do so. As far as is known, the system has not prevented any 
authorized individual from securing needed access to technical reports. In 
addition, a publication entitled “Abstract of Classified Reports” is issued on a 
semimonthly basis which lists all significant new technical reports. The only 
technical reports excluded from this Abstract are weapon data and production 
reports which because of their nature are closely held. 

The Chief Librarian, Division of Information Services, feels that the panel 
may have obtained the impression of the great difficulty experienced by per- 
sonnel in obtaining technical reports from a staff visit to the Brookhaven Na- 
tional Laboratory where a more exacting distribution system for classified re- 
ports is used in view of the large number of unclassified reports and uncleared 
personnel at that installation. However, it is felt that these extra controls 
are necessary at Brookhaven in view of the foregoing conditions. Moreover, 
this is an isolated instance. 

On December 15, 1950, standard library procedures for the identification, 
servicing, and control of all classified research and development reports of the 
AEC, its contractors, licensees, and consultants were published. This bulletin 
did much to standardize existing procedures. 

It is interesting to note with regard to the over-all access problem that the 
Chief Librarian, Division of Information Services, has stated that he has had no 
complaints from scientists or other interested personnel as to the present method 
of effecting access to technical reports. 
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Page 22, paragraph 8, Reduction of Volume of Classified Documents 

Significant progress has been made in the reduction of the volume of classified 
documents, most particularly in the top-secret category. Major programs have 
been initiated whereby the volume of top-secret documents has been reduced by 
downgrading and destruction and also by consolidation of top-secret documents— 
the latter method consisting of integration of periodic reports into one document 
so that reporting requirements are based on a single document rather than many 
individual documents requiring individual record keeping and reporting. For 
example, as a result of the consolidation program some 1866 individual top-secret 
documents have been incorporated into 89 documents. A revision of top-secret 
procedures now in preparation will place the consolidation program in effect at 
all Commission installations. 

Example of the progress of the downgrading and destruction program may be 
seen in the fact that between October 1950 and March 1951 a total of 1,366 top- 
secret documents were downgraded and 5,120 top-secret documents were de- 
stroyed. 

To expedite the reduction in the volume of classified documents, a document 
control officer was appointed in each Office of Operations and charged with the 
responsibility of effecting this program. A conference of such representatives 
was held in August 1950 at Chicago, Ill, at which methods of accomplishing 
the reduction program were discussed. 

Other possible methods of reduction of the volume of classified material are 
under study at the present time. 


Page 23, paragraphs 1 and 2, Relations Between Divisions of Information and 
Security : 

The panel's impression of conflict between the Division of Information Services 
and the Division of Security was apparently based on some misunderstanding, 
since no information of a programatic nature was then or is now released by the 
Public Information Service without prior review by the Division of Security. 
Technical information, contained in scientific and engineering papers, was and is 
cleared by responsible reviewers in accordance with the declassification guides, 
and is not cleared by the Security Division. Popularizations and feature articles 
appearing in newspapers and magazines of general circulation, when based on 
declassified papers so published, have been mistaken for AEC releases by field 
personnel of the Commission. There is at least one sharp example of this mis- 
understanding—an article on K-25 and its process, written outside AEC. 

Staff differences arising in the course of review of materials proposed for 
public release are, of course, conflicts in judgments which must be resolved 
at higher levels. There are very few, however, which are not resolved at staff 
level, and of those requiring higher-level determination few if any involve ques- 
tions between the Information Service and the Security Division but between 
the requirements of the program divisions whose operations are affected by 
the releases proposed for issuance. 

The conditions which were reflected in the panel’s comment, however, have 
been greatly improved by the broader dissemination inside AEC of information 
as to Classification and declassification policy, the definition of unclassified areas 
of research, the establishment of classification guides, greater familiarity on 
the part of field-security representatives with the unclassified and declassitiable 
areas of technical information, and closer working relationships and better 
communication among Washington and field information and security personnel. 


Page 28, paragraph 3, Export Control as a Security Function 

While this activity clearly has a security objective, the determination as to 
the value to another country of unclassified equipment used in atomic-energy 
work is largely technical in nature. The Export Control Branch was, therefore, 
originally placed in the Production Division and has recently been transferred 
to the Division of Construction and Supply since, in addition to technical con- 
siderations, the supply and allocation of material and equipment must be care- 
fully weighed in the development of export-control policies. In the adminis- 
tration of this program, consultation is required not only with the program 
divisions and the Director of Intelligence but with other agencies of the Gov- 
ernment (p. 8). The Export Control Branch reports to and coordinates with 
the Division of Security any matters which involve a potential violation of law 
or evidences of subversive activity. These matters are turned over to the Divi- 
sion of Security for coordination with the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
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Page 23, paragraph 4, SF Accounting as a Security Function 

Inasmuch as SF accountability is so closely related with production control, 
this activity was made a function of the Division of Production. Precise pro- 
duction control is necessary in the isotope separation processes, both as a 
measure of efficiency and to prevent the building up of crigical masses of fis- 
sionable isotopes in the manufacturing system. In the plutonium-production 
processes, precise-production control is necessary not only to the operation of 
the reactors themselves but also as a health measure because of the toxicity of 
plutonium. If source or fissionable material is unaccounted for or there are 
unexplained losses during production, the matter is coordinated with the FBI 
through the Division of Security. The investigation of such matters are closely 
reviewed by both the Division of Production and the Division of Security. 

As was pointed out in the third paragraph of this letter, the basic recom- 
mendation of the Bugas panel was for a grouping of related divisions under 
an assistant general manager who would be responsible for the coordination of 
security responsibilities. Commission consideration of this subject continued 
through the late spring and early summer of 1950 when they were interrupted 
by the resignation of the general manager. As I believe Mr. Williams outlined 
to you, the present thinking of the Commission and of the General Manager's 
Office is for the establishment of three assistant managerships. The first of 
these, the Assistant General Manager for Manufacturing, was announced on 
August 3. An assistant General Manager for Research (including Reactor 
Development, Biology and Medicine, as well as the present Division of Research ) 
is also contemplated. The position, which most closely conforms to the assistant 
managership proposed by the Bugas report is, however, that of Assistant Gen- 
eral Manager for Administration. This individual would be responsible for 
much of the coordination envisaged by the Bugas panel and would be an office 
with the prestige which the panel contemplated. Our present plans are to estab- 
ligh such a new position as soon as a person can be found who meets the rigorous 
qualifications necessary for the job. 

In the meanwhile, Mr. Williams, the Deputy General Manager, has responsi- 
bility of effecting the coordination in security matters among the various divi- 
sions. In this area he endeavors particularly to devote the time required to 
assure an effective security program for the atomic-energy project in the broadest 
sense. Conferences in his office on security topics are of great frequency, not 
only with the Security Division but also with other divisions who have important 
security responsibilities. 

Mr. Williams or I will be happy to meet with you to discuss this subject further 
if you so wish. 

Sincerely yours, 
WaLtTer WILLIAMS 
(For Marion W. Boyer, General Manager). 


AN INQUIRY ON ESPIONAGE 
JuLy 3, 1951. 
Mr. J. Howarp McGrara, 
United States Attorney General, 
Justice Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ATTORNEY GENERAL: For the information of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, I would be grateful indeed if you could advise me of all cases as 
to which the Manhattan Engineer District recommended prosecution for espio- 
nage or otherwise suggested the possibility of prosecution on an espionage basis, 
and the dispositions thereof. 

Thank you very much indeed for this assistance, which will be most helpful 
to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
BrRigEN McManon, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, July 31, 1951. 


Hon. Brren McMaAnon, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Senator: In reference to your letter of July 3, 1951, to the Attorney 
General, this is to advise you that a review of the Department's files fails to re- 
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veal any case in which the Manhattan Engineering District recommended to this 
Department prosecution for espionage or otherwise suggested the possibility of 
prosecution on an espionage basis. 


Yours sincerely, 
PEYTON Forp, 
Deputy Attorney General. 





“HEAVY WATER” 


Dr. Lawrence R. Hafstad, Director of the AEC Division of Reactor Develop- 
ment, in an official address on July 22, 1949, made the folowing statement re- 
garding the Canadian heavy water reactor at Chalk River: “The reactor of most 
advanced design and performance is in Canada.’ 

On December 28, 1951, the following excerpt from an article by Frank Carey, 
Associated Press science reporter, appeared in the Washington Evening Star: 

“Top American atomic officials have publicly stated that ‘the reactor of most 
advanced design and performance is in Canada.’ 


“KEY DIFFERENCE NOTED 


“Key difference between Canada’s ‘furnace’ and the principal ones so far an- 
nounced by the United States is this: 

“The Canadian device employs ‘heavy water’ as a material for sustaining a 
controlled chain reaction in a pile of uranium—thereby making pussible the pro- 
duction of atomic energy by the uranium fuel. 

“In contrast, the principal known American reactors employ graphite, a form 
of carbon, for the same purpose. 

“Neither ‘heavy water’ nor graphite produce atomic energy themselves. Essen- 
tially, their job is to slow down neutrons, or atomic particles, given off by the 
splitting of uranium atoms, so that further splitting in other atoms of the fuel 
will take place. Thus a chain reaction is sustained. 

“In a tour this reporter made of Canada’s project, and in supplementary inter- 
views with atomic officials at Ottawa, no Canadian intimated that the United 
States will concentrate on ‘heavy water’ reactors at the H-bomb plant. 


“EVIDENCE LISTED 


“But there is suggestive evidence that Canada’s ‘heavy water’ device may be 
the model for the new American project: 

“1. The American appraisal of Canada’s reactor as being the most advanced 
in design and performance was given after the United States had had at least 
5 years’ experience with graphite reactors. 

“2. When the United States announced last year it would build a plant in 
South Carolina to make materials which could be used either for the projected 
H-bomb, the established A-bomb, or for potential atomic power purposes, the 
Americans said devices for making such materials would be of advanced design.” 

On July 28, 1951, the following statement appeared in Business Week, 2 
McGraw Hill publication: 

“Design of the three Savannah River reactors is still being worked out, but 
indications are that they will differ radically from those at Hanford. Nowa 
days most designers favor the heavy-water type of machine. This gives a flex- 
ible and convenient piece of equipment. In a huge shielded tank of heavy water, 
a lattice of natural-uranium slugs can be suspended to manufacture plutonium. 
The heavy water serves doubly—it replaces carbon as a moderator, slowing 
the neutrons emitted by splitting atoms; and the same water can be circulated 
through a heat exchanger to dissipate the hundreds of thousands of kilowatts 
of energy. 

“Mechanically, this design has a double advantage. For one thing, it elimi- 
nates the elaborate equipment needed at Hanford to purify, circulate, store, and 
discharge cooling water. 

“A second advantage is that the arrangement of the fuel elements can be 
changed without rebuilding the whole machine. Thus if you want to make 
tritium instead of plutonium, you can fuel the reactor with slugs of uranium 
enriched in fissionable material, then you insert as much metallic lithium as 
the reactor can take without choking off the chain reaction. 
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“During the war, when Hanford was designed, Manhattan District people con- 
sidered using heavy water, but the material was then too scarce, and they used 
blocks of carbon instead. Now a good supply of heavy water is available from 
a plant in Canada, and AEC is planning additional plant capacity.” 

(Reprinted by permission of McGraw Hill Publshing Co.) 

On January 14, 1952, the following statement appeared in Time magazine: 

“There is a strong presumption that the reactors at the Savannah River 
plant will use heavy water instead of graphite as a ‘moderator.’ ”’ 

(Reprinted by permission of the publishers of Time magazine. ) 


ATOMIc ENerGyY COMMISSION 
Dana Area 
Terre Havre, Inv. 


Information for the press (No.8). 
For release in afternoon newspapers of Thursday, January 17, 1952. 
For release at 7 a. m. Thursday, January 17, 1952. 

Material to be produced at the new atomic energy facility near Dana, Ind., 
is of vital importance to the future operating schedules of the Atomic Energy 
Comission’s billion-dollar Savannah River plant in South Carolina, the Com- 
mission revealed today. 

The Savannah River project is a hydrogen-bomb materials production plant. 
It also will produce materials that can be used in A-bombs and for peacetime 
applications. Dana will produce what is known as heavy water. 


PRESS POLICY AT NEVADA 
JANUARY 5, 1952. 
Memorandum for the files. 
From: William Bergin, joint committee staff. 
Subject : Handling of press coverage of the recent Nevada tests. 

This morning I conferred at the AEC with Messrs. Salisbury, Trapnell, and 
Southwick regarding the reasons for the AEC handling of press coverage of the 
recent Nevada tests and plans for handling the press problem in future tests. 

According to Mr. Salisbury, the reasons were made very clear to newspaper- 
men at the test site and they were in complete harmony with the Commission's 
viewpoint. According to information I was given, the Nevada test site was “an 
extension of laboratory experiments” and the detonations were “experimental 
nuclear detonations” of test weapons. As a result the tests could possibly have 
yielded restricted data which could have been deduced on observation by news- 
men.The Frenchman Flat detonations were completely different from those at 
Bikini in that they were held to determine the “yield” of experimental weapons 
rather than to determine the “effects” of stockpile weapons. 

Prior to the Bikini tests, newsmen were told what data was to be expected as 
a result of the explosion, and conversely at Nevada, the data to be expected had 
to be ascertained. It was felt that some information which could be obtained by 
newsmen merely by observation could possibly be restricted. 

At the December 10, 1951, press conference of the AEC, the Chairman of the 
Commission had the following to say regarding future tests and it could very 
well be that his statements will answer the questions as for plans regarding 
future experiments: 

“Chairman Dean. There is no date that I can announce, except to say we will 
have spring tests. 

“QUESTION. Is there any possibility that they will be open to wider examin:- 
tion than the last one? 

“Chairman Dean. By the press, you mean? 

“QUESTION. Yes, sir. 

“Chairman Dean. We are not giving up, speaking for myself, on the hope 
that newspapermen may get in at a shot. The difficulties are many. As a 
matter of fact, I started out on the assumption several months ago, before the 
Nevada tests, that it would be a very easy thing to do. The more we got into 
it, the more I realized the headaches that are involved in doing it. I don’t 
mean simply nuisances, that you have to put up plush grandstands for the press, 
or anything, because they don’t demand that. But I mean the difficulty of 
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keeping restricted data, notably, yield of weapons, from getting out. There are 
many difficulties. 

“I think generally you could say this: that we would be much more apt— 
or let me put it this way: It would be much easier to solve the problems of 
classified information if we could shoot, and had reason to shoot, let us say, 
some kind of a stockpile weapon at a test, as distinguished from a purely de- 
velopment shot where you are testing some little piece in the gadget, or some 
entirely new idea where you don’t know what the energy release is. 

“Question. I had in mind something like Bikini, where the explosion itself 
was by no means all that was given to us. There we were able to see the scenes, 
and they were explained to us lucidly. Is there any prospect of that now? 

“Chairman Dean. I would rather not say ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ to it at this point. We 
have it in mind. We have a group that is constantly studying this question of 
how to handle the enlarging number of people that would be interested in the 
test, and how we would accommodate them. The toughest shots to accommodate 
are the developmental shots, which are of interest only to the Los Alamos 
laboratory. 

“QuestTIoN. That means that is the type of shot you will have this spring? 

“Chairman Dean. No, it doesn’t mean that. It means there would be several 
shots, which might be all developmental, or some developmental. That has not 


been firmed up.” 
w. J. B. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, February 7, 1951. 
Hon. Brien McMAHON, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Senator McMAHON. In response to your query concerning the handling 
by our information program of the recent atomic explosions in Nevada, I should 
like to pass on some additional data which you may find of interest. 

As I indicated yesterday when you called, there is an important difference in 
the treatment of output to the Soviet orbit and that to other areas. Whereas 
output to the non-Soviet world is strictly limited to official statements on the 
tests, the Soviet orbit is now hearing from our sources not only the official state- 
ments but also certain news stories relating to these explosions and their visual 
and concussion effects. Our operators are instructed to use the mere moderate 
press interpretations and to present the stories calmly, unexcitedly, and matter 
of factly. 

As for the question of reactions noted to date from the iron-curtain countries, 
we find that the Communist propaganda machine has imposed an almost com- 
plete silence. Only one report has come to our attention so far—an East Berlin 
radio report of February 3, which mentioned the explosions briefly as a United 
States warlike threat employed in connection with our efforts in the United 
Nations. It may well be that they are afraid to play up this story for fear of 
running counter to one of their main lines based on our alleged military weak- 
ness. In any event, we are following this closely and will be glad to keep you 
informed of further developments if you wish. 

Sincerely yours, 
; HOWLAND H. SARGEANT, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs. 


RECRUITMENT OF SCIENTIFIC PERSONNEL 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JoINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
March 8, 1950. 
Mr. Carrot L. WILSON, 
General Manager, United States Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D. OC. 
Deak Mr. WiLtson: We have had several requests from committee members 
for information regarding the method of recruiting scientific and technical per- 
sonnel. Such questions as these have been asked: 
Do the field managers take care of all hiring? 
Is there a central clearing house to which potential scientific and technical 
employees may go for advice? 
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May such employees be hired in Washington for work in the field? 

Is any effort being made to contact recent graduates from the scientifie 
and technical schools? 

Is any effort being made to “ration” scientific talent or to use it in the 
most fruitful possible way? 

Is there machinery designed to assure that able men will be approached 
regarding atomic energy employment and that their services will be utilized 
in that fashion most beneficial to the project from an over-all viewpoint? 

Is there exchange of information between the various field offices as to 
the qualifications of the various technical and scientific personnel working 
at each—so that transfers might be considered with a view toward more 
efficient utilization of the talents available? 

Finally, does the Commission possess a roster of all the scientific and 
technical people in .the United States possessing master degrees and 
Ph. D. degrees and, if so, does the Commission make use of the roster in its 
employment and personnel policies ? 

Comments on such questions as these will be very keenly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Wititram L. Borpen, Erecutive Director. 


UN rrep STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D C., March 21, 1950. 
Mr. WILLIAM L. Borden, 
Erecutive Director, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear Mr. Borpen: To assist you in answering requests from committee mem- 
bers for information regarding the recruitment of scientific and technical per- 
sonnel, I am glad to give you the following information. 

As you know, most of the research and development program of the Commis- 
sion is operated under contract with various organizations. The staffing of these 
installations is one of the responsibilities assigned to the contractors. The man- 
agers of the AEC operations offices have responsibility only for hiring people in 
their offices, but the managers do, of course, advise with contractors in the 
appointment of laboratory directors and other top-level contractor employees. 

In order to provide potential scientific and technical employees with advice 
on where their services might best be utilized, the Division of Organization and 
Personnel maintains a service for the recruitment of key personnel and collects 
information regarding the kinds of scientific talent employed by the various 
contractor installations. Employees for work in the field are not hired by the 
Washington office, but applications for employment are referred through the 
appropriate operations offices to contractors. 

Several of the contractors in carrying out their responsibility for the recruit 
ment of scientific and technical personnel keep in close touch with colleges and 
universities. Examples of programs designed to promote these college and uni 
versity relationships are cited in the seventh semiannual report of the Commis- 
sion on page 180 under the heading, “An aid to recruitment.” 

No effort is made to ration scientific talent, but study is being given to methods 
of redistributing scientific talent among various installations in accord with 
current program changes. Shifts of this kind have been made before. For 
example, when the decision was made some time ago to transfer major re- 
sponsibility for reactor development from the Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
to the Argonne National Laboratory, arrangements were made for the transfer 
of a number of key scientific and technical personnel along with the program. 

There is at present no central machinery designed to assure that able men 
will be approached regarding atomic energy employment and that their services 
will be utilized in that fashion most ‘beneficial to the project from an over-all 
viewpoint. Instead it has been the policy of the Commission to assign program 
responsibilities to contractors and to depend upon them to employ whoever may 
be needed to carry out their particular assignments. 

With reference to your question about a roster of scientific and technical peo- 
ple in the United States, we have detailed information regarding the training, 
experience, and qualifications of approximately 50,000 of the top scientists in the 
country. This information was gathered by the Office of Naval Research and 
was one of the projects jointly supported by the Commission. People at the 
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master’s degree level are for the most part not included in this list, but the 
coverage of people with doctor's degrees, or with equivalent experience, is very 
high. This roster is used frequently to learn details regarding technical qualifi- 
cations of persons under consideration for employment on the Commission's 
staff, and to a lesser extent on contractor staffs. 

If you have further questions about the Commission’s program for the as- 
sembly of scientific talent, I shall be glad to answer them. Also, Dr. Philip N. 
Powers, adviser on scientific personnel in the Division of Organization and Per- 
sonnel, has given special study to this problem and will be happy to discuss it 
further with you. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARROLL L. WILSON, 
General Manager. 


NEW MLC CHARTER 


Miuirary LIAISON COMMITTEE TO THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., January 18, 1951. 
Hon. Brren McMAnon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR McManon: I am attaching the new charter of the Military 
Liaison Committee which we talked about with Mr. Elmendorf and Mr. Todd 
of the Management Committee of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and Mr. 
Borden of your staff in your office on December 14, 1950. This completes the 
subject matter of the report on activities of the Military Liaison Committee 
which was sent to you on December 16, 1950. 

Mr. Elmendorf, Mr. Todd, and I will be glad to come over to your office and 
discuss the subject matter of these documents at your convenience. 


Sincerely yours, 
Rosert LeBaron, Chairman. 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, January 17, 1951. 


Memorandum for: Secretaries of the military departments, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Assistant Secretaries of Defense, Chairmen, Boards, 
Councils, and Committees, OSD, Directors of Offices, OSD. 
Subject : Chairman, Military Liaison Committee. 
The attached memorandum directive for the Chairman, Military Liaison Com- 
mittee is forwarded for your information. 
K. R. Kreps, 
Colonel, USAF, Acting Evecutive Secretary. 
(Enclosure. ) 


THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, January 17, 1951. 
Memorandum for the Chairman, Military Liaison Committee 
Subject: Collateral duties within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Assign- 
ment of. 

1. In adition to your statutory duties which derive from the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946, as amended, and other duties assigned to you as chairman in the 
charter of the Military Liaison Committee, you are hereby designated “Deputy 
to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy Matters” when specifically repre- 
senting me, or the Department of Defense, with various national and internation- 
al agencies and committees external to the Department of Defense. 

2. As Chairman, Military Liaison Committee, you are also assigned the task of 
“Coordinator and Staff Adviser for Atomic Energy Maiters” in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. In the execution of this task I desire that you bring to 
my attention for review and resolution all pertinent views and recommendations 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Research and Development Board, the Muni- 
tions Board, and any other interested staff agencies regarding atomic energy 
matters under consideration in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 

G. MARSHALL. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, January 17, 19517. 

Memorandum for: Secretaries of the Military Departments, 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Assistant Secretaries of Defense, 

Chairmen, Boards, Councils, and Committees, OSD, 

Directors of Offices, OSD. 
Subject : Military Liaison Committee. 

Attached is a revised directive for the Military Liaison Commitee. This direc- 
tive is effective as of this date and supersedes “Directive, Military Liaison Com- 
mittee” dated November 26, 1949. 

G. Marsha. 


(Enclosure. ) 


JANUARY 17, LOL. 
Dynecrive Mitrrarny LIAISON COMMITTE! 


I. INTRODUCTION 


Pursuant to the authority vested in the Secretary of Defense by the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and the National Security Act of 1947, as 
amended, and in order more fully to de.ine the authority and duties of the Military 
Liaison Committee (hereinafter called the “Committee”) and to define the rela- 
tionships of the Committee with the Military Departments and other agencies of 
the Department of Defense, it is hereby directed as follows, effective as of the 
date of signature: 


Il. MEMBERSHIP OF THE COM MITTEF 


The Committee shall be composed of a Chairman, appointed by. the President 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, and two military members from each 
of the three Departments, to be designated in each case by the Secretaries of their 
respective Department. In the absence of the duly appointed Chairman, the 
senior committee member will preside as Chairman. 


Ill, AUTHORITY 


A. Authority of the Committce——Within its jurisdiction as detined in the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and as further detined in this directive, 
or as may be further directed by the Secretary of Defense, the Committee shall 
be the principal agency of the Secretary of Defense responsible for performing 
the duties set forth in Section IV below. As such, the Committee is authorized, 
on matters within its jurisdiction, to issue directives to implement the policies 
and decisions of the Committee, and to supervise their execution. It shall not 
engage in administrative duties or in operations for which an agency exists. 

B. Authority of the Chairman.—The Chairman of the Committee shall, subject 
to the provisions of Paragraph C of this Section, have the power of decisions in 
any matter falling within the jurisdiction of the Committee on which the other 
members of the Committee are not unanimous. 

The Chairman shall have authority to take executive action in consonance with 
approved plans, programs, and policies of the Committee, and on those matters 
which do not require, or because of the exigencies of time, do not permit formal 
Committee consideration. The Chairman of the Committee may, without being 
relieved of his responsibility therefore, perform any of his duties with or through 
the aid of such members or officials of the Military Liaison Committee as the 
Chairman may designate. 

The Chairman, subject to the policies prescribed by the Secretary of Defense, 
is authorized to establish such continuing or temporary committees, councils, and 
agencies as may he necessary to conduct studies, assemble information, make 
recommendations, and otherwise to assist in carrying out the responsibilities of 
the Committee. 

C. Dissents from Decisions of the Committee.—With respect to any decision 
of the Committee, a dissenting Committee member may initiate, for submission 
by the Secretary of the department represented by the member in question, an 
appeal therefrom to the Secretary of Defense. Prior notification of any such 
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action shall be given te the Chairman and other members of the Committee. In 
the event the Chairman is not in agreement with a unanimous decision of the 
other members of the Committee, after prior notification to such other members of 
the Committee, he may present his recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 


IV. DUTIES 


A. Duties of the Committee.—Subject to the authority and direction of the 
Secretary of Defense, the Committee, in addition to its statuory functions set 
forth in the Atomie Energy Act of 1946, as amended, shall perform the duties 
listed below as the over-all coordinating agency of the Department of Defense for 
action regarding military applications of atomic energy required for the support 
of strategic and logistic plans of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other Department 
of Defense programs. The Committee will also perform such other duties as may 
be directed by the Secretary of Defense. 

After appropriate consultation with organizations of the Department of De- 
fense and acting as representative of the Department of Defense: 

1. Advise and consult with the Atomic Energy Commission on all atomic- 
energy matters which the Committee deems to relate to military applications 
and make specific recommendations thereto as it may deem appropriate. 

2. Serve as the coordination medium for the Secretary of Defense between 
the Department of L*efense and the Atomic Energy Commission on both 
statutory and other military matters pertaining to the military applications 
of atomic energy. 

3. Keep the Atomic Energy Commission fully informed of all atomic- 
energy activities of the Department of Defense. 

Report to the Secretary of Defense, for such action as he deems appropriate, 
any proposed action or failure to act by the Atomic Energy Commission which 
the Committee deems to be adverse to the interests or responsibilities of the 
Department of Defense. 

Furnish and arrange for the continuous supply to the organizations of the 
Department of Defense, particularly the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Research 
and Development Board, timely information as to new developments in atomic- 
energy matters which are pertinent to the conduct of their functions. 

Continuously evaluate all aspects of the national atomic-energy program and, 
as appropriate, make recommendations and submit a report (including the views 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) thereon to the Secretary of Defense concerning all 
activities of the Government concerning the military applications of atomic 
energy not less frequently than once each year. 

The Committee, if required and appropriate, is available, with the Chairman 
participating at his discretion, to act as a staff advisory agency to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to assist them in arriving at decisions in atomic-energy matters 
of major import. However, such advisory duties of the Committee should not 
be permitted to unduly impinge on its statutory liaison duties with the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

B. Duties of the Chairman.—The Chairman of the Committee shall be the 
principal advisor and assistant to the Secretary of Defense on the political, eco- 
nomic, and scientific aspects of atomic-energy matters with which the Secretary 
of Defense may be concerned. 

The Chairman of the Committee shall, with the advice and assistance of the 
Staff, prepare policies, plans, and programs for presentation to the Committee. 

The Chairman shall represent or arrange for representation of the Department 
of Defense before and with other Governmental Departments and agencies on 
all matters for which the Committee has responsibility under the provisions of 
this directive. 

Vv. ADMINISTRATION 


The Secretary of Defense willyprovide the Chairman with such personnel, facili- 
ties, and other administrative services as he from time to time determines are 
required by the Chairman for the performance of the Committee’s functions. 
Military personnel in approximately equal numbers shall be provided by each 
of the three Military Departments, in accordance with the needs of the Chairman 
as approved by the Secretary of Defense. .Such military personnel will compose 
the Secretariat and Staff of the Committee and will be headed by a specifically 
designated Executive Secretary. The Executive Secretary and the members 
of the Secretariat and Staff shall be acceptable to, and, during their tours of 
duty with the Committee, responsible to, the Chairman of the Committee rather 
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than to their own department with respect to performance of duty and efficiency 
ratings. 

The Chairman, subject to the approval of the Secretary of Defense, shall pro- 
vide for the internal organization and staffing of the Committee and shall estab- 
lish its rules of procedure. The Staff of the Committee shall be responsible to 
and shall function under the direction, supervision, and control of the Chairman 
through the Executive Secretary. 

Committees, councils, and agencies operating under the jurisdiction of the 
Military Liaison Committee will function under the authority, direction, and 
control of the Chairman of the Committee. 

The Members of the Committee shall be available to the Chairman to serve as 
sponsors in areas which the Chairman may designate. Such so-called sponsor 
activities are delegations of the authority of the Chairman to the Committee 
members as individuals and do not involve in any degree the military department 
which the Member serves. 

The Committee members, at their discretion, may submit agenda items for con- 
sideration by the Committee, but the Chairman shall decide the priority of 
matters to be discussed at the regular meetings of the Committee. 

The Committee shall meet at the call of its Chairman or at such times as it may 
fix, and the presence of four military members, including at least one represent- 
ative of each department, shall constitute a quorum. 


VI. RELATIONSHIPS 


The Chairman, the Committee, and the staff of the Committee are authorized 
and expected to communicate directly and expeditiously with other agencies of 
the Secretary of Defense and the Military Departments and appropriate sub- 
divisions thereof, concerning any matter within the Committee's jurisdiction 
and in which there exists a mutual interest or responsibility. 

The Committee shall coordinate its efforts with all agencies within and outside 
the Department of Defense which have a mutual interest or responsibility with 
respect to any of its programs and will determine what formal concurrences, if 
any, are required. 

In the execution of the provisions of this Directive by the Military Liaison 
Committee, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Research and Development Board, the 
Munitions Board, and other duly constituted agencies and activities of the De- 
partment of Defense shall not be delimited from the initiation of any appropriate 
action necessary to carry out their assigned functions. 

G. MARSHALL. 


THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, March 16, 1951. 
Memorandum for the Chairman, Committee on Atomic Energy Research and 
Development Board. 
Subject: Appointment of Acting Chairman, Military Liaison Committee to the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

1. In view of the possibility of a hostile attack upon the District of Columbia 
of such proportions as to cause extensive losses and casualites to the personnel 
of the Department of Defense, it is deemed advisable to appoint successors to 
the principal officers of the Department to provide for continuity of action in the 
event the incumbents should be incapacitated through such a disaster. 

2. If the Chairman of the Military Liaison Committee to the Atomic Energy 
Commission should become a casualty under such circumstances as described 
above, I desire that you, as Chairman of the Committee on Atomic Energy of the 
Research and Development Board, assume the additional duty of Acting Chair- 
man, Military Liaison Committee, until such time as another Chairman may be 
duly appointed. In this capacity you will exercise the authority and perform 
the duties prescribed by the Directive of the Military Liaison Committee dated 
January 17, 1951. 

3. In addition to the duties specified in the Military Liaison Committee 
Directive, the Chairman, Military Liaison Committee, has been assigned certain 
collateral duties as specified in my memorandum to him dated January 17, 1952. 
I desire that effective at such time as you may become Acting Chairman, Military 
Liaison Committee, you also perform these additional duties. 

G. MARSHALL. 


94564—52——-12 
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“JUST BIG BLOCKBUSTERS?” 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
March 15, 1949. 
The honorable the SeckeTary OF THE ARMY, 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: I have noticed a number of newspaper articles which 
charge that the Armed Forces are seeking to “play down” the atomic bomb. A 
typical newspaper allegation is that the services are deliberately deemphasizing 
the power of atomic weapons so as to strengthen the case for “conventional” 
armaments. These various articles implicity or explicity state that the military 
believe Congress is more likely to appropriate large sums for “balanced forces” 
and “orthodox” armies, navies, and air forces if the efficacy of atomic weapons is 
depreciated. 

I simply want to inquire whether or not there is any truth in the newspaper 
articles to which I refer. A good example is the item which appeared in the 
Berkshire Eagle on December 2, 1948, quoting a Lieutenant Gomes of the Reserve. 
Have spokesmen for your Department been directed or otherwise encouraged to 
stress that atomic weapons are “just big blockbusters”? Or, to state the question 
another way, does your Department regard atomic weapons as unique in 
destructive power? 

I would be grateful indeed for a detailed reply to this letter. I ean then 
decide whether this should be brought before the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

Sincerely yours, 
Brien McMAnon, 
Chairman, 


(A similar letter was sent to the Secretary of the Navy and the Secretary of 
the Air Force.) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., March 30, 1949. 
Hon. Brren McManon, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Dear Senator McMawioon: Thank you for your letter of the 15th inquiring 
as to the views of the National Military Establishment on the relative significance 
of the atomic: bomb, and as to our policy with respect to presentation of its 
potentialities. I regret very much the delay in replying to your letter, which has 
been occasioned by difficulty in securing the article quoting a Lieutenant Gomes, 
of the Reserve, United States Air Force. 

There is no truth whatsoever to allegations that Department of the Army 
representatives are deemphasizing the power of atomic weapons in order to 
strengthen the case for conventional armaments. Speculation in the public press 
has ranged from vast and hysterical overemphasis to underemphasis of the 
impact of atomic weapons on the world. The Department of the Army places 
very great importance in arriving at the most realistic and correct evaluation 
for the good of the Nation as a whole. 

Personnel of the Army have been neither directed nor encouraged to stress 
that atomic weapons are “just big blockbusters.” Every effort is being made to 
disseminate within the Army the facts concerning the effects that an explosion 
of an atomic bomb will produce. 

This Department regards atomic weapons as unique in destructive power. We 
are making every effort to evaluate the proper role of atomic weapons in our 
defensive and offensive capabilities. In addition, it is expected that the Weapons 
Systems Evaluation Group will assist in the evaluation of the part that atomic 
weapons will play in future operations. The Department of the Army expects 
to devote careful attention to the findings of this study, as well as to studies 
being conducted by other agencies. 

I hope this answers your questions adequately. If you wish to discuss this 
matter in greater detail, I can arrange to do so, or I can have Maj. Gen. K. D. 
Nichols discuss the questions with you. 

Sincerely yours, 
Kennetsu C. Royatt, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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Tue SECRETARY OF THE Navy, 
Washington, April 6, 1949. 
The Honorable Barren McManon, 
The United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SeEnatTOR MCMAnonN: Your letter of March 15, 1949, raised the question 
whether the Navy Department has directed or otherwise encouraged its spokes- 
men to stress that atomic weapons are “just big blockbusters.” You further ques- 
tioned as to whether there was any truth in the substance of various newspaper 
articles that attempts by the military to play down the bomb were directed 
toward obtaining congressional support for more conventional Weapons and 
forces. I can answer categorically “no” to both these questions and state posi- 
tively that the Navy Department considers the atomic bomb to be entirely unique 
in destructive power. If any principle has guided the thought of Navy spokes- 
men, I am sure that it has been to insure that the enormous power of the bomb 
is received with healthy respect and not with hysterical fear. 

Technical guidance and information in regard to atomie energy have been 
given the Navy in the official publication All Hands, July 1946. This publication, 
a copy of whch I am enclosing, is a summation of the information released by the 
Smyth report and nonclassified works on nuclear physics. 

No instructions of a policy nature on the subject of atomic energy have been 
issued other than to caution senior naval officers against public discussion of the 
issues involved in the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission unless they 
were thoroughly cognizant of and complied with Government policy on these 
matters. It has been entirely understood in the Navy that atomic energy sub- 
jects are not only complicated, but also sensitive nationally and internationally. 
Consequently, it has not been expected that naval officers, in general, would go 
beyond a casual reference to atomic weapons and their impact on the Navy. 
Certain officers and officials of the Navy, who are thoroughly informed on these 
matters, have discussed them in more detail with a view toward giving the public 
a factual picture of these new weapons and the Navy’s relation thereto. I 
am éficlosing for your information copies of several recent speeches which may be 
considered representative of the best Navy thought on the subject. 

I note that the article in the Berkshire Eagle to which you refer in your letter 
was a report of the remarks made by a Lieutenant Gomes. I have been informed 
that the individual named is actually Capt. Louis A. Gomes, an inactive mem- 
ber of the Air Force Reserve. As reported in the Berkshire Eagle, it would ap- 
pear that Captain Gomes was giving his personal reaction to a series of essen- 
tially factual lectures given at Harvard by a team from the staff of the Industrial 
War College for prominent civilian industrialists in the Boston area. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun L. SULLIVAN. 

(Enclosures. ) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 25, 1949. 
Hon. BrreEN MCMAHON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 
Dear SENATOR MCMAHON : Acknowledging your note of March 15, the Air Force 
have not been told by anybody to “play up” the atomic bomb or to play it down. 
Because this is a matter of over-all national military policy, I am taking 
the liberty of sending a copy of your letter, plus copy of this reply to the 
Secretary of Defense. 
Sincerely, 
W. Srvartr SyMINGTON. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Alrn FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, April 9, 1949. 


Hon. Brien MCMAHON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Eneroy, 
Congress of the United States. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: We refer to your letter of March 15, 1949. 
The Department of the Air Force does regard atomic weapons as unique in 
destructive power, There is, therefore, no truth from an Air Force point of view 
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in the newspaper articles to which you refer. The Air Force has not directed 
or otherwise encouraged anyone to state or imply that atomic weapons are 
“just big blockbusters.” 

Ranking representatives of the Air Force have publicly stated the Air Force’s 
understanding of the need for adequate aircraft with which to deliver atomic 
attacks on the premise that the atomic bomb is a most vital force in maintaining 
the peace as well as winning any war which might occur. 

Sincerely, 
W. Struarr SYMINGTON. 


AN INTERNATIONAL CONTROL PROBLEM 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
February 4, 1952. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF STATE. 

Dear Mr. Secrerary: As you know, the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy is 
reviewing the new atomic energy plant expansion program. Among other reasons 
why the committee has been interested in expansion of our atomic production 
capacity is the promise that the end product—fissionable material—will have 
important commercial and peacetime values in the event the world situation so 
improves as to permit large-scale diversions from military uses. 

A question has been raised within the joint committee as to whether fissionable 
material manufactured by the United States might be made unavailable for con- 
structive purposes by the terms of an international control agreement taking ef- 
fect at some future date. The purpose of this letter is simply to request your 
assurance in this matter in relation to international control. As I understand it, 
we have never proposed ard do not now propose to the United Nations that 
United States fissionable material in being be destroyed or rendered unuseful 
for industrial, commercial, or similar nondestructive purposes. I should like, 
however, to ask your specific comment on whether the State Department con- 
siders that there is any likelihood of our Nation’s proposing or concurring in any 
plan of international control which would have this effect upon the constructive 
use of United States fissionable material that had entered into existence before- 
hand, 

Many thanks indeed for your assistance. 


Sincerely yours, 
Brren McManon, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 15, 1952. 
Hon. Barren McMAnon, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear Senator MCMAHON: Your letter to the Secretary of State dated Feb- 
ruary 4, 1952, in which you asked for comment on whether the Department of 
State considers that there is any likelihood that the United States would propose, 
or concur in, any plan of international control of atomic energy which would 
provide that fissionable material produced in the United States would either be 
destroyed or rendered useless for nonmilitary uses, has been referred to me for 
reply. In the view of the Department of State there is no likelihood that the 
United States would propose or concur in any such plan. 

As you know, the United States supports fully the United Nations plan for 
the control of atomic energy and the prohibition of atomic weapons and will 
continue to do so unless and until a better and no less effective system can be 
devised. This plan, in addition to giving to the International Control Agency 
the powers necessary to insure that no nation will be in a position to make atomic 
weapons, also gives to this agency the affirmative responsibility for promoting 
peaceful uses of atomic energy. As for the stocks of nuclear fuel that would 
be accumulated prior to the establishment of international control, the plan pro- 
vides for the “disposal of any existing stocks of atomic weapons and for the 
proper use of nuclear fuel adaptable for use in weapons.” 

There has been considerable discussion in the United Nations on the above 
points. As a result there was unanimous agreement, including that of the Soviet 
Union, that nuclear fuel produced prior to, or subsequent to, the establishment 
of international control would be conserved and used for peaceful purposes. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN D. Hickerson, Assistant Secretary. 
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EXPORT CONTROL 
JANUARY 23, 1952. 
Memorandum for the files. 
From: William J. Bergin, joint committee staff. 
Subject : Export control of atomic-energy materials. 

It is difficult to examine the matter of international control of exports and the 
transshipment of atomic-energy materials without becoming involved in matters 
relating to domestic control of atomic-energy materials. This is so because the 
agencies concerned with international control are also concerned with domestic 
control. Decisions as to which strategic materials of importance to national 
security should be controlled for export by the United States are the primary 
basis for United States decisions on international matters. 

The McMahon Act does not define “atomic-energy materials.” The AEC, like- 
wise, has not attempted to delimit atomic energy materials, but instead has set 
down in lists those items which are in fact such materials. Because of a lack of 
definition and because of its position of authority in atomic-energy matters, the 
AEC must necessarily advise other Government agencies when its specialty is 
involved. It advises Commerce on United States export control policies and 
programs. It acts as technical adviser to State and the Director of Mutual 
Security on international control matters. State, in turn, advises AEC on inter- 
national implications arising from export controls. The Director of Mutual 
Security is in turn advised by AEC and by Commerce, and keeps AEC posted on 
the international control problem. 


ATOMIC ENERGY COM MISSION 


The control of exports from the United States of “source material” and “facili- 
ties for the production of fissionable material” as defined and described in the 
McMahon Act is made a direct responsibility of the Atomic Energy Commission 
under authority of said act. Regulations promulgated by the AEC to comply with 
the McMahon Act are contained in 11 CRF, parts 40 and 50, as amended. All 
applications for licenses to export commodities subject to the act must be made 
directly to the AEC. The afore-mentioned Code of Federal Regulations lists and 
defines each item over which the AEC exercises direct export control. 

There are a number of other items which are neither “source materials” nor 
“facilities for the production of fissionable material,” but which the AEC never- 
theless desires to see controlled. Such items sometimes have uses in fields other 
than atomic energy, but the value to, and applications in, the atomic-energy pro- 
gram are sufficiently important in the judgment of AEC, to make their control 
justifiable. Export of most such items is controlled by the Department of Com- 
merce, since the law does not here rest direct responsibility in AEC. The activi- 
ties of the Department of Commerce regarding atomic-energy materials are 
described below. 

In the case of some commodities, the AEC controls their export by direct 
liaison with the manufacturer. This is done so that the interest of the AEC in 
such items will not be generally revealed. Prior to issuing licenses permitting 
the exportation of helium gas the Munitions Division of the Department of State 
usually consults the AEC. 

The Export Control Branch of the Division of Construction and Supply repre- 
sents the AEC in matters concerning domestic and international control of exports 
of atomic-energy materials. This representation includes acting in advisory 
capacities to the Director of Mutual Security, the State Department, and the 
Department of Commerce. 

Members of the Commission’s Export Control Branch sit as members of 
advisory committees established by Commerce and the Director of Mutual 
Security. 

Insofar as domestic and international export matters involving atomic-energy 
material are concerned, the Commission’s advice has been and is invariably 
sought by interested agencies. It is noteworthy, too, that the opinions and de- 
cisions of the AEC on technical and substantive questions have been accepted 
without question. The AEC, according to State, Commerce, and ODMS officials, 
has always carefully indicated its lines of interest and, where that interest is 
dominant, AEC recommendations are controlling. 

Interagency working relations with the AEC are said to have been good, and 
the various agencies speak highly of the Commission in this regard. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


The Department of Commerce authority for export control is the Export 
Control Act of 149, as amended. The Department, in order to “provide means 
of assuring the coordination of policies and programs with respect to the admin- 
istration of export controls in conformity with the objectives set forth in the 
Export Control Act of 1949,” on October 5, 1950, established in the office of the 
Secretary an Advisory Committee on Export Policy. 

The following agencies are members of the Advisory Committee on Export 
Policy: 

Atomic Energy Commission 

Department of State 

Department of Defense 

Department of Agriculture 

Department of the Interior 

Department of the Treasury 

Economic Stabilization Agency 

Defense Production Administration 

Office of the Director of Mutual Security (ODMS) 
Mutual Security Agency 

(ffice of International Trade (Department of Commerce) 
National Production Authority (Department of Commerce) 

The principal security functions of the Advisory Committee on Export Policy 
are to review and make recommendations as to which commodities are classified 
for strategic export purposes, and to review and recommend security export 
policies and programs. The committee has a number of other functions but 
these are its two primary duties. In matters pertaining to atomic energy 
materials not specifically covered by the McMahon Act, the important require- 
ments of the Atomic Energy Commission, as mentioned above, are generally 
controlling. 

The Advisory Committee on Export Policy is a top-level policy committee. The 
day-to-day policy problems regarding domestic exports are handled by an Oper- 
ating Committee and “R” Procedure Subcommittee. (The “R” refers to all 
destinations of exports except those in the Western Hemisphere. ) 

The Atomic Energy Commission is represented on the Advisory Committee 
for Export Policy by Mr. Fred Warren and Mr. Lyall Johnson of the AEC Export 
Control Branch. Its representatives on the Operating Committee are Mr. Lyall 
Johnson and Mr. Charles Edwards. AEC representatives on the “R” Procedure 
Subcommittee are Dr. Frederic Lee and Mr. Charles Edwards. 

The export from the United States of atomic-energy items not defined by the 
McMahon Act as being subject to direct control of the AEC, are controlled by the 
Department of Commerce through the Office of International Trade. Such items, 
as mentioned above, are those which are regarded as sufficiently important to 
atomic-energy programs as to justify control. These items have been placed 
by the Department of Commerce on its positive list of commodities. 

This list includes all commodities which require a validated export license 
from Commerce before shipment from the United States whether to country 
group “R” and “O” destinations or to country group ‘R” destinations only. 
(“RO” designation indicates that a commodity requires an export license for 
shipment to any destination except Canada. Commodities under control to 
“R” destinations require a license to all destinations except those in the West- 
ern Hemisphere.) Although general exports to Canada from the United States 
can be made without a special license, atomic-energy exports which are directly 
controlled by AEC must be licensed. The list of atomic-energy items on the 
positive list was furnished the Department of Commerce by the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

In practice, when an application is made to the Department of Commerce for 
export of an item on the positive list, the application is referred to the AEC 
Export Control Branch for its recommendation. In no instance has Commerce 
licensing action been contrary to the AEC recommendation and it has never 
been necessary for the Commission to provide detailed justification for its 
recommendation. 

In some cases, the AEC recommendation and the final licensing action may 
result in the export of a lesser quantity than requested in the export apnlica 
tion: and in exceptional instances warrant on-the-spot investigation of the 
uctual utilization. 

STATE DEPARTMENT 


Instances may arise when it is necessary to consider other than security 
factors before an export license is issued. In such instances the AEC requests 
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the Department of State for its views. The AEC may also request Department 
of State to check on the bona fides of the consignee and the claimed utilization of 
that article in the country to which it is being exported. 

In the matter of control by foreign countries, the State Department acts as 
a channel of communication with its embassies and consulates regarding atomic 
energy materials. The State Department utilizes the technical advice of the 
AEC in arriving at its decisions when asked for its views by a foreign govern- 
ment concerning orders for atomic-energy material placed by its nationals. 

In 1948 the Department of State reached agreement through diplomatic chan- 
nels with certain Western European countries concerning the embargo of 
atomic-energy items which were contained in the lists furnished the Depart- 
ment by the AEC. Later these AEC lists were circulated to all of our missions 
abroad to be brought to the attention of appropriate foreign officials on a ‘“need- 
to-know” basis. That is, only such items on the lists as were important to a 
country were identified to that country. 

Since 1949 the United States, Canada, and the Western European countries 
have cooperated closely in a common international program of security export 
controls affecting their trade with the Soviet bloc. These countries maintain a 
regular contact with all countries through an informal committee on security- 
export controls. They embargo completely all shipments to the Soviet bloc of 
atomic-energy materials. 


OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF MUTUAL SECURITY 


The Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act of 1951 (generally referred to as 
the Battle Act; Public Law 213, 82d Cong.; 65 Stat. 644-45; approved October 
26, 1951) “declares it to be the policy of the United States to apply an embargo 
en the shipments of * * * atomic-energy materials * * * to any na- 
tion or nations threatening the security of the United States, including the 
U. S. S. R. and all countries under its domination. * * *.” The act further 
declares it “to be the policy of the United States that no military, economic, or 
financial assistance shall be supplied to any nation unless it applies an embargo” 
on the shipments of the same items. 

The Administrator of the mutual-security program is required by the act to 
determine, “after full and complete consideration of the views” of the appro- 
priate agencies which items, including atomic-energy materials, are to be 
embargoed by other countries. 

In order to carry out the provisions of the MDAC the Administrator estab- 
lished an Advisory Committe on Mutual Trade Security. This is a top-level 
group of which the AEC is a member. Directly subordinate to the above 
Committee is a technical committee on which the AEC is also represented. The 
AEC’s function on both committees is to advise the Director of Mutual Security 
on policies and programs involving atomic-energy materials. 

On November 25, 1951, the Administrator of the MDAC made the initial 
determinations of the items which are to be embargoed under the terms of the 
Battle Act. The items listed as atomic energy materials were determined from 
lists submitted by the AEC, The Commission's determinations in this respect 
were (and will continue to be) accepted and controlling in toto. 

The lists established under the Battle Act are divided into two categories. 
Category A specifies 21 items which are, for the purposes of the act, “arms, 
ammunition, and implements of war and atomic energy materials to be em- 
bargoed.” Category A list is unclassified and is appended hereto. 

Category B list, classified “Secret,” contains about 264 items. Included on 
this list are some 21 items, which though not exclusively atomic-energy items, 
are considered to be sufficiently important in the field of atomic energy to make 
an embargo justifiable. 

Category B list is classified “Secret” because it is felt that knowledge of 
the exact and technical nature of the items in the hands of the Soviet bloe 
would present a security problem of great magnitude. 

The Battle Act provides for mandatory termination of aid to any country 
receiving United States assistance if such country knowingly permits the ship- 
ment of any category A item to any nation threatening the security of the United 
States including the Soviet bloc. The statute also provides that assistance shall 
be terminated to any country knowingly exporting any category B item unless 
the discontinuance of aid would be detrimental to United States security. 

Several countries, although not receiving United States assistance, are now 
voluntarily cooperating in enforcing an embargo of category A and B materials 
to the Soviet bloc. Several of these countries maintain a neutral attitude but 
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they recognize the road to peace lies in not furnishing war materials to potential 
or actual aggressors. 

The policing of transshipments and export shipments in the cooperating coun- 
tries is largely done by those countries themselves. Procedures for reporting 
shipments and for the purpose of promoting adequate controls are now being 
carried forward as part of the general program under the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Control Act. 

According to ODMS, new and additional controls have been as effective as 
can be expected considering the infancy of some elements of that program. 
Aid-recipient countries in most instances are informing the United States of 
all information concerning controls over exports. 


THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 


In March 1950 the Allied High Commission for Germany caused the enact- 
ment of law No. 22, which has as its purpose the “control of materials, facilities, 
and equipment relating to atomic energy.” Law No. 22 has been amended 
twice—by law No. 53 of May 1951 and law No. 68 which became effective 
January 13, 1952. 

In 1948, the AEC approached the Defense Department regarding the question 
of controlling the export of atomic-energy materials from Germany. The Com- 
mission offered technical advice and the Allied Military Government issued 
regulations for atomic-energy control. When the occupation was transferred to 
the Allied High Commission for Germany, law No. 22 was enacted to take the 
place of the military government's regulations. 

Law No. 22 was developed from a list of materials furnished by the AEC. 
After consultation among the three occupying powers, law No. 22 was later 
amended by laws 53 and 68 with the result that very comprehensive controls 
were established on atomic-energy items: That is, their export, import, pro- 
duction and internal transfer. 

(Norre.—A classified file of specific and general information relating to this 
matter is in the offices of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.) 





CIVIL DEFENSE TODAY 


CONGRESS OF THE UNrTep STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
February 7, 1952. 


Mr. MILLARD CALDWELL, 
Federal Civil Defense Administration, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CALDWELL: President Truman, in his state of the Union message ex- 
pressed a concern which I personally have felt very keenly because of my inti- 
mate official association with atomic energency development. As you know, as 
chairman of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, it has been my duty to keep 
in close touch with our own work in this field as well as with whatever informa- 
tion we have been able to cull reflecting on the atomic progress of other countries, 
including any potential enemy. 

For this reason I was particularly concerned to note that the President re- 
ported : 

“During 1951, we did not make adequate progress in building up civil defense 
against atomic attack. This is a major weakness in our plans for peace, since 
inadequate civilian defense is an open invitation to surprise attack. Failure to 
provide adequate civilian defense has the same effect as adding to the enemy’s 
supply of atom bombs.” 

The stark truth of the President’s statement has raised some questions in my 
mind which I feel I should transmit to you. I realize, of course, the limitations 
within which you must function. However, within those limitations and within 
the appropriations already made for Federal civil defense I am most concerned 
that we get the greatest possible amount of preparedness against possible attack 
and get it quickly. 

These questions come to mind: 

Has FCDA fully utilized appropriated funds for the stockpiling of medical 
supplies which would be indispensable in the event of attack? 

What is the situation as to the stockpiling of drugs and other supplies which 
would be needed in the event of attack? 

Is FCDA endeavoring to facilitate procurement of necessary drug stockpiles 
by State civil defense agencies? 




















ek? eee 2 





aes 


2 


WAGE PAYMENTS AT NEVADA TEST SITE 169 


e 


Needless to say I feel that the answers to these questions are of the greatest 
importance to all Americans, and of particular concern to us as officials respon- 
sible for the welfare of the citizenry. 

Sincerely yours, 
Brien McManon, 
United States Senator. 





Feperst Crvit DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 19, 1952. 
Hon. Brien McMahon, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR MCMAHON: Your letter of February 7, 1952, expressing deep 
concern over the President’s report of inadequate civil defense, is most re- 
assuring to me. I am sure you realize that the truth of the President’s state- 
ment, which raised such pointed and serious questions in your mind, has been 
ever before me during the past months. I am sorry to say that none of us 
will be able to feel entirely easy on this matter at an early date. However, 
inadequate as our readiness may be, I believe that you will derive some comfort 
from the answers I shall furnish on the questions which have occurred to you 
and were posed in your letter. 

A total of $70,000,000 has been appropriated by the Congress to date for civil 
defense medical supplies and equipment. Of this total, the sum of $20,000,000 
was made available in the third supplemental appropriation of 1951, approved on 
June 2, 1951, to match States for State civil defense medical supplies and equip- 
ment; and the sum of $50,000,000 was made available by the supplemental 
appropriation act of 1952, approved on November 1, 1951, for purchase of Federal 
reserve stocks to be stored in and always ready for delivery from Federal 
warehouses located near critical target areas. Both of these appropriations are 
available for obligation only until the end of fiscal year 1952. 

Of the $20,000,000 in matching funds appropriated in June 1951 for medical 
supplies and equipment, Federal contributions of $8,248,936 have been made to 
States that have submitted requests supported by the necessary State matching 
funds. In addition, the Federal share of the estimated cost of requests now 
being processed or being held pending the receipt of further informotion from the 
States is $862,324. 

It is possible that up to $6 million of additional Federal funds may be re- 
quested by the States for this purpose by February 29, 1952, by which date such 
requests must be received if we are to be able to meet procurement schedules. A 
list showing the status of this program, by State, is attached. The entire balance 
of this appropriation not matched by the States will be used before June 30, 1952, 
for purchase of Federal reserves of medical supplies and equipment as author- 
ized in our 1952 appropriation. 

You will recognize that one of the major difficulties encountered in imple- 
menting this matching program has been the fact that the States could not 
anticipate the Federal funds which would be available for various civil defense 
programs. Many States have had no regular legislative sessions since June 2, 
1951, the date when Federal matching funds first became available. You may be 
sure that, in spite of the difficulties presented, this Administration has made a 
maximum effort to obtain State participation in this program. 

Of the $50,000,000 made available on November 1, 1951, for Federal reserve 
stores of medical supplies and equipment, 45.6 million dollars in purchases have 
been approved by the Federal Civil Defense Administration and procurement 
with the balance will be approved on or before February 22, 1952. In certain 
cases, orders were delayed to obtain results of tests of more economical equip- 
ment or to obtain additional expert medical evaluation as to which products 
would be most effective. At any rate, in the short space of 3 months we have 
approved orders against virtually all of the 1952 appropriation of $50,000,000. 
In addition, we have definite plans assuring the use of the balance of five or 
more million dollars from the 1951 appropriation not matched by the States. 

The bulk of the purchases is being made through the Armed Services Medical 
Procurement Agency. A good part of the items ordered for the States is in 
production and some deliveries are already being made. Deliveries to States and 
Federal warehouses will be made at a rapidly increasing rate in the coming 
months. Where State procurement has offered advantages, limited to a very 
few items, we have approved and aided in such measures, including the fur- 
nishing of specifications. 
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Procurement of the various items must be phased in a planned manner over 
several months. This was assured by our arranging for medical purchase by 
one agency for both Department of Defense and Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration. This method would permit adjustments of delivery schedules against 
military and civil defense operational needs, whichever may be greater at any 
time. This is made all the easier by our adoption of standard Department of 
Defense specifications, resulting also in curtailment of the numbers and types of 
items which might need to be transferred to meet changing operational needs. 
In addition, there are advantages to the defense industrial effort when producers 
may deal with a single governmental procurement agency handling almost all 
defense medical supply procurement. 

It is estimated that the funds made available up to this time will provide: 

Enough supplies and equipment controlled by the States for approximately 
5,000 first-aid stations which would furnish first aid to casualties. 

Minimum medical and surgical supplies, controlled by the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration, needed for continuing emergency medical care of 
approximately 2,000,000 surviving casualties, through the first postattack 
week only. 

3,500,000 blood-donor recipient sets and blood bottles. 

1,500,000 paper blankets. 

Approximately 900,000 units of blood plasma. 

Approximately 800,000 units of plasma expanders. 

Certain other necessary medical and surgical supplies. 

I would like to stress the fact that the program described above will procure 
certain medical and surgical supplies and equipment to provide only 1 week of 
emergency medical care on a very minimal basis for approximately 2,000,000 
casualties surviving the first 24 hours after an attack. However, to compensate 
for increased casualty estimates resulting from anticipated greater enemy capa- 
bilities in the next year, much larger quantities of these same items must be 
obtained in fiscal year 1953. Not only will such additional quantities be vitally 
needed, but also substantial quantities of other essential items, such as basic 
equipment for improvised hospitals, oral and intravenous fluids, and containers 
for the shipment of whole blood, must be procured and stockpiled. Moreover, 
provision must be made for special weapons defense and related supplies and 
equipment, such as nerve gas treatment supplies; antibiotics and biologics 
specially required for protection against biological warfare; radiation detection 
and measurement instruments; and wraps for the temporary burial of the dead. 
In all, the President's budget would provide $193,000,000 in fiscal year 1953 for 
the purchase of such necessary medical, health, and related special weapons 
defense supplies and equipment. 

In summary, I believe the record of the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion's utilization of available appropriated funds indicates what can be done 
when means are made available. For example: 

The Federal! Civil Defense Administration has utilized virtually all the 
$50,000,000 made available for medical supplies in the 1952 appropriation 
and, in the manner authorized, will commit by March 31, 1952, the $20,- 
000,000 made available for medical supplies in the 1951 appropriation. 

The situation as to stockpiling is unsatisfactory both in volume and quan- 
tities of supplies available, as well as in the time within which adequate 
quantities might become available. As you have indicated in your letter, 
these are some of the limitations within which the Administration must 
function. 

The Federal Civil Defense Administration has facilitated procurement 
of necessary stockpiles by State civil defense agencies desiring such action. 
We will continue this, of course. However, the majority of the States have 
chosen to benefit by the several advantage of Federal procurement in a 
manner indicated above. 

Public interest in clear-cut answers to these questions, which are of the 
greatest importance to all Americans, is of sufficient concern to us in this Ad- 
ministration that we have released interim reports of our progress in procure- 
ment of medical supplies and equipment. As a matter of fact, the most recent 
release was prepared a day or so before you transmitted your letter, and was 
published Sunday, February 10, 1952. The records to date indicate rather wide 
dissemination of the information by the press. 

If we can provide you with any further information, I am sure you would let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 

J. J. WapSwortTH 
(For Millard Caldwell). 
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SOVIET MILITARY BUILD-UP 


A COMPARISON OF THE NATIONAL INCOME AND NATIONAL DEFENSE EXPENDITURES 
OF THE UNITED STATES AND THE Soviet UNION IN 1949 


[Prepared by the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress at 
the request of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy] 


Elden E. Billings, International Financial and Fiscal Economist, Economics 
Section, November 10, 1950 


In order to compare the national income of the Soviet Union with that of the 
United States, one must realize that the statistical approach is made from an 
entirely different basis. Russian statistics are based upon the Marxist concept 
of what is and what is not productive labor. Thus, only production and distribu- 
tion of material goods are taken account of in the Russian national income 
estimates ; services rendered by the Government, personal services, and passenger 
transportation are excluded. In national income estimates of the United States, 
on the other hand, these items are an important part of the total. No informa- 
tion is available which would show the effect of reparations and foreign trade 
upon the size of the Soviet national income. Perhaps the main difficulty of 
Soviet national income estimates, however, is that the published totals are given 
in constant prices, in those of 1926-27, while the figures for current govern- 
mental expenditure, investment and wages and salaries are all given in current 
prices. No current price indexes that would make it possible to correlate the 
two have been published since 1931, although they are available to the official 
Soviet statisticians. Since 1926-27 was a year of exceedingly high prices, par- 
ticularly for industrial items, indexes based upon such prices must exaggerate 
the increase in the national income. 

Colin Clark, an internationally known authority on national income, had the 
following to say concerning the Soviet national income: ?* 

“The principal factors which make very difficult any interpretation of Russian 
income statistics are as follows: 

1. A variable but substantial proportion of agricultural output is requisi- 
tioned as taxation in kind, or has to be sold at very low prices. 

2. During all but a few years of the postrevolutionary period, rationing 
has prevailed (on varying scales), with a recognized open-market price for 
goods far higher than the rationed price. 

3. The turn-over tax is extremely high, and constitutes, even in peacetime, 
more than half of the total retail turn-over. 

4. Money wages and prices have risen rapidly throughout the postrevolu- 
tionary period. 

5. Imports have been virtually excluded, leading to very high-cost produc- 
tion of certain commodities. 

6. Income statistics are expressed in prices of 1926-27, a year in which 
exceptionally high prices prevailed for some newly produced industrial 
goods. 

7. A large (but rapidly diminishing) proportion of the population con- 
sists of peasant families. When this group consumes goods produced on their 
own farms, the real value of their consumption, if valued at the retail price 
level of western countries, considerably exceeds their real income if meas- 
ured by the value of their production only. In other words, peasant econ- 
omy escapes the large charges for transport and distribution which are 
necessary in an urban economy.” 

Given these qualifications, one might compare the Soviet and the United States 
national income for the calendar year 1949. On the basis of a formula estab- 
lished by Paul A. Baran (see attached article), Mr. Leon M. Herman, of the 
Department of Commerce, has worked out a number of calculations for the 
purpose of arriving at some rough dollar figures that might measure approxi- 


Mark, Colin, “Russian Income and Production Statistics,” The Review of Economic 
Statistics, vol. XXIX, No. 4 (Nov. 1947), p. 215. 
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mately the scope of Soviet national income and military expenditures in 1949. 
On the basis of the above, Mr. Herman calculated: 

















Billions of 

dollars, 1949? 

Greet RERNEG) BUODRGE ccc endieineo~ enna neindnbainnibttediiate 102. 2 
pS ner ee a a eee Se eee 72.0 
DmmaE,. COUR, . SRO en ensee cpa thoes ingens anvetnain ahgecitiiane 19.3 
New military. investments.._.........-............-~-- +--+ 3.3 
AFIAERGEE “‘BESTRCCIOpct ti Hee ese ewsoeswqnqcenenensemnoe 8.1 
Direct expenditures in Army and Navy--_-------~----------------+-- 7.9 
(Armament costs as percent of national income) —.._.--.-..--_-__-----~- 26.8 
Total industrial production, gross__........-----------~~- sige cette Meagan 80.7 
Se ee isi ticceccca ste eensdcccdacdssnodbonenens 41.0 
ee ee Sn a ee 8. 2 


?U. S. Department of Commerce. Office of International Trade. The Soviet Wa 
Budget, p. 1. 

The following qualifications must be noted in the above figures, however. The 
Department of Commerce study states : 

“The above figures are in the main derived from official ruble figures expressed 
in 1926-27 prices, converted to 1940 dollars, on the basis of a fairly reliable 
Soviet formula, and then adjusted to 1949 dollars. No current rubles were used 
directly but only for the purpose of arriving at a percentage relationship to other 
figures for which a 1926-27 value was available. Hence, they inevitably reflect 
a certain bias favorable to the Soviet point of view.” * 

On the basis of these qualifications and restrictions, the 1949 national income 
for the Soviet Union and the United States follows: 


National income, 1949: 
SS eee a Se ee ee ee eee ae $72, 000, 000, 000 
pS ee LES Soe ane Oona eT eee CF aa See ee 216, 831, 000, 000 


In comparing defense expenditures of the Soviet*Union and the United States, 
one is faced with much the same problems as in comparing national income. 
The official Soviet budget figures show defense expenditures of 79,200,000,000 
rubles ($19,800,000,000), and estimated expenditures of 79,400,000,000 rubles 
($19,850,000,000) for 1950. The ostensible percentages of the budgets for the 
2 years which are devoted to defense are: 1949, 19.2 percent; 1950, 18.6 percent. 
For the United States, on the other hand, total defense expenditures in the fiscal 
year 1949 were $12,158,000,000, or for the calendar year 1949 (to put them on a 
comparable basis with the Soviet figure) , $12,392,000,000. For the fiscal year 1950, 
defense expenditures were $12,378,000,000. The percentages of the budget and 
expenditure figures are: 1949 (fiscal year), 30.4 percent; calendar year, 29.7 per- 
cent; and 1950 (fiscal year), 30.8 percent. The United States News and World 
Report has estimated the Soviet Union's budgetary expenditures for national 
defense at 20 percent of the national income. This, according to the magazine, 
means that the proportion of the national income spent by the United States 
Government for defense is only a third of the proportion being spent by the Soviet 
Union. Neither of the countries’ defense expenditures includes atomic research. 
Thus, it would seem that the United States spends a higher percentage of her 
budget on defense than the Soviet Union, but one must add a number of qualifi- 
cations which largely vitiate this viewpoint. 

The budget of the Soviet Union handles the great bulk of the revenues and 
expenditures of the country, while that of the United States covers only the 
central government. In order that the two budgets might be compared, it would 
seem necessary to add to the United States budget, the budgets of the States, 
counties, municipalities, etc. Most capital investments in the United States are 
made by private investors and do not appear in the Federal budget, while all 
capital investment appears in the Soviet budget. Most of the Soviet national 
income is distributed through the budget while only a fraction of that of the 
United States is distributed through the Federal budget. Military appropria- 
tions are hidden in various parts of the Soviet budget. Capital investments in- 





* Ibid., p. 2. 
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clude subsidies to armament factories and funds for building new war plants. 
Another very large block of expenditure is for the secret police—the MVD. It 
is an army in itself—guarding the railway system and maintaining troops near 
large cities to assure internal security. Other expenditures (as calculated by 
Alexander Baykov and G. R. Barker‘ includes expenditures on the Minjstries 
of Internal Affairs and State Security. Expenditures on social-cultural affairs 
include war pensions. It is possible that undesignated items in the Soviet 
budget contain military expenditures. Atomic energy research, for example, 
does not appear at all in the Soviet budget. 

Bearing in mind these qualifications, the following is a comparison for the 
defense expenditures of the Soviet Union and the United States for the calendar 
year 1949. 


Defense expenditure: 
i REE EE POS ES eS * $19, 800, 000, 000 
oe a ee Ee a 12, 392, 000, 000 
‘This is somewhat higher than the Department of Commerce figure cited on p. 2, but is 


merely a conversion on the basis of the present rate of the ruble (4 to the dollar) taken 
from the actual Soviet estimate of defense expenditure in 1949, i. e., 79,200,000,000 rubles. 


There are other qualifications which might be pointed out in passing, but which 
are practically impossible to evaluate in a short paper of this nature. Some of 
them are differences in the purchasing power of money, differences in the cost 
of living in the two countries, and differences in the availability of products of 
all kinds, 
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